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ABSTRACT 
 The challenges to peace following civil conflicts are many. Following peaceful 
negotiations to end the conflict, the state’s goal is to regain its monopoly over the use of violence 
within its borders. This requires the rebel groups to disarm, demobilize, and reintegrate (DDR) 
back into society, leaving them vulnerable to renewed violence by the state. The government can 
attempt to reduce the severity of this credible commitment problem by including power-sharing 
mechanism in the peace agreement. 
 One such power-sharing mechanism is the integration of rebel fighters into the national 
military. I argue that this military integration provides the disarming group the ability to provide 
their own security as well as sanction the government if it fails to hold up its side of the 
agreement, thereby reducing the chance of agreement failure. A popular alternative to address 
the problem is the use of peacekeepers to provide security and improve the government’s 
credible commitment. As I show in this study, the involvement of peacekeepers brings its own 
challenges and problems, negatively affecting the credible commitment and durable peace. 
 This study combines a quantitative analysis of military integration provisions with a two-
by-two qualitative case comparison. Using the unique dataset that I created based on the UCDP 
Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012), I found that military integration 
of rebel fighters was just as successful, if not more so, than deploying peacekeepers; and, it was 
more effective than just performing DDR alone. Performing both a cross-case and within-case 
comparison of military integration and peacekeeping, I found that the challenges to third party 
interventions, especially peacekeepers, can delay the onset of a durable peace. Power-sharing 
reduces the chance of agreement failure, but providing an effective security mechanism in 
addition to addressing the grievances is both necessary and sufficient to achieve a durable peace.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
The ultimate cause of any situation of violence is exclusion from political, 
cultural, economic, or social life. 
- Otty Patiño and Vera Grabe, co-
founders and former commanders of 
the rebel group M-19 
 When rebel groups sign a peace agreement with their national governments following 
civil conflict, there is usually a provision requiring the rebel group to disarm, demobilize, and 
reintegrate (DDR) back into civil society.
1
 The state must regain its monopoly on the use of 
violence within its borders. This requires rebel groups to disarm, giving up their ability to 
continue the conflict or challenge the government with violence. Following DDR, rebels are 
vulnerable and have legitimate fears for their continued security, which contributes to an 
unstable peace. 
 Disarmed rebels can provide a tempting target for government violence, retribution, and 
repression. This results in cooperation difficulties, longer negotiations, and a higher potential for 
renewed violence during the peace process, as was the case in late 2008 when the Ugandan 
military attacked Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) forces assembled in northern Democratic 
Republic of Congo after the LRA stalled the negotiations. Nevertheless, some civil conflicts are 
able to overcome the challenges to cooperation and sign lasting peace agreements such as the 
ones involving the Communist Party of Nepal – Maoist (CPN-M) in 2006, the Ugandan People’s 
Democratic Army (UPDA) in 1988, and the Ugandan National Rescue Front II (UNRF II) in 
2002. What aspects contribute to the variation of peace agreement success after one side 
disarms? 
                                                          
1
 See Omach (2012) for a discussion of DDR and its limitations. 
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 I argue that the challenges to success are rooted in the idea of security. Specifically, I 
argue that signatories are able to provide their own security. This ability not only serves as a 
defensive security capability, but it can also be used to sanction their opponent should 
implementation not occur. This occurs through post-conflict security sector reform (SSR), which 
allows some part of the disarming group to retain their weapons and integrate into the national 
military or police. Self-enforcement aspects of military integration will provide a more durable 
peace following post-settlement DDR. This study focuses on the effect of military power-sharing 
provisions following civil conflict. 
 An alternative contribution to longer peace durations is a third-party intervention to 
provide a security guarantee. Security guarantees reduce the threat of violence against the 
disarmed group, allowing them to cooperate better with its former opponent. For example, the 
UN Mission in Liberia was established in 2003 “to support the implementation of the ceasefire 
agreement and the peace process…as well as assist in national security reform, including 
national police training and formation of a new, restructured military” (un.org/en/peacekeeping 
2015). This mission provided security to both disarming groups as well as the nation as a whole 
during the creation of a new military.  
 Security-focused interventions and third party mediation efforts – such as Great Britain’s 
security guarantee in the 1979 Lancaster House Agreement as Rhodesia became independent – 
do not usually occur without the agreement of the warring parties. Most contemporary civil 
conflicts end, at least temporarily, via a negotiated settlement. Settlements vary in their specific 
provisions, but nearly all contain some combination of political, territorial, and military power-
sharing provisions and require common expectations by both sides on the outcome of a future 
hypothetical conflict (Hartzell 2016). Some conflicts are resolved permanently while others flare 
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up again and again over time. Approximately half of the nations that have experienced a civil 
war relapse into renewed conflict, even after several years of inactivity (Gleditsch et al. 2016). 
What aspects of the peace agreement actually lead to a sustained domestic peace once the actors 
agree to stop the violence? Is it the conditions of the conflict (such as intensity or duration), the 
qualities of the state (level of democracy or gross domestic product), or is it more specific to the 
terms of the peace agreement? 
 The peace agreement should be designed to keep the peace, but it must address the initial 
causes of the conflict or risk conflict recurrence. Civil conflict onset does not equate to conflict 
recurrence, but they are related. Beginning with conflict onset, Henderson found that less 
developed and more militarized states have the highest civil war onset (2008). Similarly, Nhema 
argues that the lack of democracy, the lack of rule of law, nation versus state issues (including 
electoral systems), and external powers have been the major causes of conflict in Africa (2008). 
In line with these theories, Berkeley (2001) suggests that the structural features of weak states 
and the politics of elite survival are necessary for war onset. Walter (1999a) argues that fear for 
their physical security drives people to take up arms as well as negotiate (see also DeMeritt 
2016).
2
 This environment, which led to the initiation of violence as well that which contributed 
to conflict continuation and conclusion, impacts both the negotiations and the subsequently 
agreed-upon peace agreement provisions.  
 Most conflicts result in negotiations because the warring parties have reached some kind 
of military stalemate forcing them to cooperate and end the fighting (Zartman 1989, Walter 
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 Specifically, the book looks at five fear-producing situations: government breakdown, geographic isolation or 
vulnerability, changing political balance of power, redistribution of resources, and forced or voluntary 
disarmament (Walter 1999a). 
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2002, see also Knight 2011).
3
 Mutwol (2009) describes the ripeness of the stalemate able to 
bring about negotiations when both sides are exhausted. They enter peace negotiations using 
leverage they gained on the battlefield or with the population. This results in power-sharing 
formalized in the peace agreement. The parties have trouble trusting each other with 
implementing the agreement, however, as they are newly removed from trying to kill one another 
(Krebs & Licklider 2016, see also Simonsen 2007). The agreement’s power-sharing provisions 
may address these credible commitment problems and result in a longer peace duration following 
the conflict. 
 The need for post-settlement security mechanisms begins during the negotiation phase. 
Negotiations produce an agreement based upon the relative military power balance – or the 
battlefield outcomes – between the two sides. The majority of civil conflicts involve a militarily 
superior government against a smaller rebel force. More powerful rebel groups are able to 
negotiate a larger share of national power (governmental, territorial, or military).
4
 The resulting 
balance of power in favor of the rebels increases the chances that the government will abrogate 
the agreement or the rebels will proactively resume violence because of the government’s 
inability or unwillingness to implement such a costly agreement (DeRouen et al. 2009). 
Resuming violence or abrogation, however, is contingent on the lack of adequate sanctions or 
security mechanisms to prevent the government from doing so.  
 I begin with the bargaining model assumption that the parties want to avoid the costs of 
war. They prefer a settlement without incurring the high costs of war, ceteris paribus.
5
 In 
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 Linebarger and Enterline suggest that protracted civil conflicts are extremely hard to bring to an end as longer 
conflicts lead to a military stalemate (2016). 
4
 I am more concerned with comparing the combatants’ military relationship in one conflict to that of another: 
LRA-Uganda military relationship versus FRUD-Djibouti military relationship. I am not comparing within case (e.g., 
LRA vs. Ugandan government military capability). 
5
 These costs vary between fighters and elites. 
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addition to the reduced costs of an agreement, the rebels also benefit from achieving part of their 
demands, such as integration into the government, autonomy, or the ability to participate in 
democratic elections. Nevertheless, agreements do not always last. Achieving implementation of 
an agreement can be extremely difficult, especially if the sides are unable to make credible 
commitments. Agreements that are not implemented usually result in renewed violence. This 
study focuses primarily on the return of conflict after a peace agreement is signed.
6
 
 This study concentrates on the terms of the peace agreement, specifically highlighting the 
credible commitment challenge and security dilemma resulting from disarming, demobilizing, 
and reintegrating (DDR) rebel forces. Rebel disarmament creates a vulnerability to their survival, 
which can be abated by third party security guarantees (Walter 1997). A security dilemma is a 
situation in which each party’s efforts to increase their own security reduces the security of the 
other parties (Snyder & Jervis 1999). This study addresses an alternative security guarantee, that 
of integrating the rebel military into the national armed forces. Rebel groups in Uganda, such as 
the National Resistance Movement/Army (NRM/A), UPDA, UNRF II, and LRA, are allowed to 
retain weapons, increase their ability to utilize them (through training), and are given legal 
authority to engage in violence on behalf of the Ugandan government. This provides security for 
the group and the ability to sanction the government if it fails to comply.  
 There is substantial variation of integration provisions in peace agreements: none; 
integrate rebels into existing national military; or create a new, integrated military. Additionally, 
peacekeepers may provide security in the post-conflict state as they did in Liberia and Sierra 
Leone. The study compares how the variation of rebel and government military integration 
specified in civil conflict peace treaties influences the subsequent duration of peace. I seek to 
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 Most of the comments in the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset described failed implementation resulting in 
renewed conflict. 
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determine if the integration of rebel and government militaries – or, more specifically, the degree 
of integration (from disarmament of the rebel military to the creation of a new national military) 
– increases the durability of peace following the peace agreement.  
Contributions 
 This study contributes to several lines of current research. First, it supports scholars (such 
as Fortna 2004a; Hartzell & Hoddie 2003, 2007; DeRouen et al. 2009) theorizing that power-
sharing provisions in a formal peace agreement reduce the chances of the agreement failing and 
violence returning. The use of power sharing promotes cooperative behavior between 
contentious parties and fosters a positive-sum perception of political interactions (Hartzell & 
Hoddie 2003). This is in contrast to those arguing that power sharing has no effect on peace 
durability (Mukherjee 2006, Roeder & Rothchild 2005), who claim that by institutionalizing the 
cleavages between groups, power sharing places those differences at the forefront of every 
political decision. Previous studies focus on civil wars (defined by 1,000 battle deaths per year), 
not conflicts, and employ somewhat crude research designs that either count the number of 
power-sharing provisions or use a general provision category when specific provisions may have 
different effects. This study provides better and more nuanced support to the benefits of using 
power-sharing provisions by utilizing more specific provisions as specific predictors. 
 Second, it supports Walter’s (1997) theory regarding post-settlement security 
requirements, but extends her theory to include the internal security mechanism of military 
integration. Once combatants are asked to lay down their weapons, there is no longer a credible 
commitment to cooperate in the future because the chance of surviving an attack by an armed 
opponent is extremely low. Disarming groups fear their opponents will attempt to renegotiate 
once they are disarmed. These groups would rather fight now than risk renegotiating at a 
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disadvantage later when their opponent is more powerful. Walter (1997), looking at 41 cases of 
civil wars and the effect of third party security guarantees on six of those cases, proposes that 
third-party security guarantees make cooperation possible by removing the threat of attack. I 
make some improvements to her research design in this study. 
 Third, this study looks at specific power-sharing provisions, providing a more focused 
study of military power sharing than has been previously accomplished (Hartzell & Hoddie 
2003). Using specific provisions builds upon the argument that different power-sharing 
mechanisms incur different costs and therefore provide different levels of credible commitment 
by the actors (Jarstad & Nilsson 2008, DeRouen et al. 2009).
7
 This, in turn, results in varying 
levels of violence abatement following the agreement.  
 Finally, this study contributes to the scant literature regarding post-civil conflict DDR 
that contains statistical research.
8
 The majority of contemporary scholarly work involves case 
studies of specific conflicts or categories of DDR participants, such as women or children. The 
statistical data provides more systematic evidence on the role of military integration in peace 
agreement duration. In addition to providing empirical work spanning both secessionist and 
government capture conflicts, this study also contributes to the literature concerning the effect 
that rebel power has on the subsequent peace (Cunningham et al. 2009, 2012, 2013). 
 In addition to academic contributions, this study generates important policy implications. 
What should mediators focus on to facilitate long-term cooperation between former combatants? 
There are many instances of the international community promoting democracy and focusing on 
getting to elections under the pretense that the will of the people will solve the underlying causes 
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 This study also argues against Jarstad & Nilsson’s (2008) view that political power sharing is less costly and leans 
more toward DeRouen et al.’s (2009) view that political power sharing is the most costly of the three. 
8
 Following a workshop on civil war, specifically to discuss draft chapters to the book, What do We Know about Civil 
War? (Mason & Mitchell, eds. 2016), the group acknowledged that there was not much research specific to the 
disarming, demobilization, and reintegration topic.  
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of conflict. How do various power-sharing provisions promote credible commitment? 
Specifically, how do the parties to the conflict view the costs of implementing the provisions and 
do third parties understand those viewpoints in order to promote a credible commitment by both 
sides to peace? Do these provisions vary depending on the type of conflict or its ethnic 
characterization?  
 With the end of the Cold War, third party actors – whether international or regional 
organizations, powerful states, or other international – are increasingly involving themselves in 
civil conflict. Do the motives and goals of these third parties affect the subsequent peace? Do the 
interveners also look at the costs associated with their actions and recommendations? I argue that 
the peace agreement provisions have costs that affect the credible commitment of the 
combatants, but the actions of third party actors also bear costs, both to the actor and the 
combatants. What role do these costs play on the peace process? 
Overview 
 Chapter 2 discusses the current state of academic literature, focusing on credible 
commitment, peace duration, third party actors, and military power sharing. It uses these topics 
to generate hypotheses regarding the effects of military integration on peace duration following 
civil conflicts. Specifically, it looks at military integration by itself as well as in comparison to 
third party peacekeepers. 
 The following chapter describes the research design used to test those hypotheses. The 
study employs both quantitative and qualitative analyses. The creation of a unique dataset based 
upon the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) allows the study 
to analyze peace duration with respect to provisions included in the peace agreement. Multiple 
robustness tests were also performed to provide addition support to the initial quantitative 
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findings. The quantitative study results are described in Chapter 4 while the qualitative study 
spans Chapters 5 and 6.  
 The quantitative data support both the efficacy of power-sharing provisions with respect 
to specific conflict type and the need for some security mechanism. An important qualification is 
that the security mechanism is dependent on the conflict type. For example, peacekeepers or 
territorial autonomy enhances peace durability after secessions whereas military integration 
provides the security and promotes peace following government capture conflicts. These results 
reinforce the need to disaggregate conflict type in future studies (see Mason et al. 2016). 
  Because of selection effects that favor specific provisions based on the conflict type, the 
qualitative analysis focuses on government capture cases. It looks at specific agreement 
provisions and makes a “most similar” comparison between four cases. The main difference 
between these cases is either the presence (or absence) of a peacekeeping operation or the 
presence (or absence) of the military integration of rebel forces following DDR. This results in a 
4-case, 2x2 comparison of security guarantees.  
 Chapter 5 compares military integration in two cases, Colombia and Uganda, which did 
not include a third party peacekeeping force. Colombia did not experience military integration of 
its rebel groups whereas Uganda did integrate. Both cases have multiple groups that reached 
peace agreements at different points in their countries’ histories, providing within-case 
comparisons as well. Additionally, both states had groups that never reached an agreement 
during the time period of this study – FARC in Colombia and LRA in Uganda – although the 
FARC and Colombia have recently signed an agreement in November 2016. 
 The study also compares two cases – Liberia and Sierra Leone – that each saw 
peacekeepers involved in their conflicts. Liberia did not involve military integration, but Sierra 
10 
 
Leone did. This chapter allows a comparison of cases without third party peacekeepers to those 
that experienced this security mechanism. Similar to the previous two cases, Liberia and Sierra 
Leone signed multiple agreements with numerous rebel groups over an extended time period, 
permitting within-case comparisons. 
 The final chapter summarizes the study and provides recommendations for both policy 
and future studies of these topics.  
 
  
11 
 
CHAPTER 2: SECURITY FEARS AND PEACE DURATION 
The new leadership assuming responsibility for governing a country at the end of 
a civil war must thus not only address the underlying causes that gave rise to the 
civil war in the first place, but do so when it is further handicapped by tens of 
thousands of displaced persons, a shattered economy, a fragmented society, weak 
and ineffective political institutions, and many demobilized combatants from both 
sides searching for alternative forms of peaceful employment. 
- Taisier Ali & Robert Matthews 
 The concept of rebel integration into a national military touches on several current 
literatures and research programmes. This study’s focus on peace agreements builds upon the 
challenge of credible commitments to agreement implementation. This chapter then discusses the  
factors contributing to peace duration, specifically focusing on the role of third party actors and 
military power sharing. The credible commitment problem highlights the warring parties’ need 
for physical security. This is the basis for this study. How can former combatants feel secure 
enough to disarm and reintegrate into society? 
 Once the combatants reach an agreement on peace, at least one side is asked to disarm, 
demobilize, and reintegrate into civil society. However, the disarming group fears that the other 
side will threaten or use violence to renegotiate the terms of the agreement or impose their will 
over the defenseless side. This causes the disarming side to consider the side retaining weapons 
(usually the government) as not making a credible commitment to the peace process. How can 
the vulnerable side trust that their stronger, still-armed former opponents will implement the 
peace agreement as it was written? The lack of trust incentivizes the disarming side to not 
implement the disarmament phase and maintain weapons to defend themselves. In the extreme, 
the side called to disarm may preemptively attack their opponents before they are attacked 
themselves, causing an end to the peace agreement. 
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Credible Commitment 
 Agreements fail – or are never made – for a variety of reasons. Mutwol (2009) suggests 
agreements fail due to the proliferation of armed factions, opposition from demobilizing soldiers, 
spoilers, the hostility of neighboring states to accords, and inadequate assistance from the 
international community. These issues may cause the warring parties to not reach concurrence on 
specific terms during negotiation; fail to implement or enforce the agreement; or renegotiate the 
agreement as a result of changing perceptions, a changing environment, or the involvement of 
new or additional actors. More often, these failures are attributed to enforcement challenges. 
Walter (1999b) argues that the biggest challenge to negotiating parties is to design enforceable 
and credible guarantees on the agreement’s terms. This credible commitment problem is even 
more prevalent following intrastate conflicts (Hartzell 1999; see also DeRouen & Sobek 2016). 
The reasons for violence in civil conflicts are much more personal as opposed to state-level 
policies that may result in interstate conflicts. 
 Most civil conflicts result from elites focused on their own survival through personal gain 
and clientelism, which not only reduces the resources available to develop the state, but also 
breaks down governance and marginalizes those citizens outside the clientelistic system (Jackson 
2006, MacLean 2008, Mutwol 2009; see also Seymour & Cunningham 2016 for the role of elites 
in ethnic conflicts). Call (2012) continues this argument by applying it to the renewal of conflict 
following a failed agreement, citing a continuation of political exclusion as the primary cause. 
The isolated and marginalized population eventually fears for its physical, economic, and 
political security (see Hartzell 2016).  
 Physical security is paramount and most likely to cause citizens to take up arms. 
Economic security can be tied to the physical, especially in severely underperforming economies 
13 
 
burdened with a patrimonial government, as citizens may be unable to feed, clothe, and shelter 
themselves or their families. Political security is likely the least important reason to take up arms, 
but is closely related to physical and economic because it provides an avenue to address those 
more essential concerns. Elites mobilize their groups to violence by preying on these security 
fears (Walter 1999a). Alternatively, the government elites are concerned about political security 
because it provides them with economic and physical security through the control of the state at 
the expense of the marginalized population. These personally existential conflicts make 
negotiations and the subsequent peace extremely fragile. 
 The relationship between the government and the rebel group provides the foundation for 
the security argument. The ability to generate violence gives the rebels an existence that can 
result in legitimacy. When they are disarmed, their legitimacy and their existence are both 
threatened. Even though he was writing about the differences between interstate and intrastate 
conflict, Zartman (2007) does a good job of summarizing the dynamics involved. 
Violence is the life of the rebellion, whereas states in conflict have an existence – and a 
legitimate existence – independent of the conflict. States can make truces without 
endangering their existence; rebellions are more vulnerable. But so are the governments 
they fight; for a state to make a ceasefire with its internal rebellion would be to grant it 
recognition and legitimacy without receiving anything in exchange, since the ceasefire is 
only a temporary suspension of its term of trade.  
 Peace agreements calling for disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) 
threaten the existence of the groups required to disarm. Disarming changes both the environment 
and the balance of power between the two sides. Rebels risk losing everything if they implement 
the agreement and give up their ability to either defend themselves or threaten their opponents 
with sanctions. Without combat capability, they risk reverting to the status quo relationship with 
the government, erasing any political capital they gained as a result battlefield successes (Walter 
2002). The government has no incentive – no credible commitment – to implement the 
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agreement. Settlements must distribute power among adversaries, make provisions for the 
groups’ security, and increase the costs of a return to armed conflict to ensure the rebels stay 
committed to the bargain (Hartzell 1999, Hartzell & Hoddie 2007, Mattes & Savun 2009). 
 The credible commitment problem centers on the uncertainty of the opponent’s future 
actions. There is a strong fear that the government will renege on the agreement if there is no 
enforcement mechanism, such as a third party (Fearon 1994, 1995, Walter 1997, Toft 2010). 
Once the rebels disarm, there is a powerful incentive for the government – as the sole wielder of 
violence – to seek to renegotiate (Werner 1999) or attempt to resume violence to defeat the 
weakened, disarmed rebel forces (Fearon 2004). Disarmed rebels can be excluded from further 
negotiations and power sharing as they give up their bargaining power (Glassmyer & Sambanis 
2008) which could result in further violence (Keen 2012). Their legitimacy as an equal to the 
government in the bargaining process is also nullified. If rebels fully implement their DDR 
concessions following a settlement, they risk returning to square one in their relationship with 
the government. The government may change its perception regarding the best way to end the 
conflict – from negotiation to military victory. DDR is essentially an existential threat to those 
who disarm. 
 This uncertainty and fear for security are significant causes of settlement failure after 
civil conflicts (Call 2012, Lake & Rothchild 1996; Walter 1997, 1999c). There is little to trust in 
a government recently removed from a civil conflict. Their institutions are usually weak and the 
control and composition of the government may be in question, creating a security dilemma 
(Wallentsteen 2007, Walter 1997). If the government decides to attempt to renegotiate the 
agreement, violence is likely to return. It will be used either by the government to coerce the 
renegotiation or by the rebels to try to sanction the government against renegotiation. If they fear 
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an attack, the opposition may believe it is in their best interest to preemptively strike the 
government (Lake & Rothchild 1996, Hartzell 1999, Werner 1999, Hartzell & Hoddie 2003). 
They have returned to the cause of the fighting: physical security. Walter (1997) argues that the 
only way to guarantee the security of disarming combatants is through a third party guarantor. 
The third-party can deploy its own military to ensure the ceasefire is not violated and punish any 
groups that do not abide by the agreement. However, there are several challenges associated with 
a third-party security assurance, which I discuss in a later section. 
 An alternative pathway to enhance physical security while addressing credible 
commitment problems is to include military integration in the peace negotiation. If the agreement 
involves military integration, the rebels can avert returning to the pre-conflict status quo. 
Representatives of the rebel group are allowed to maintain, and even improve, combat capability. 
The combat capability permits the group to threaten sanctions against the government for a lack 
of implementation. Agreements are reached when adversaries have mutual veto power over the 
outcome (Zartman 1995), and this is only ensured by both sides maintaining the ability to 
continue the violence. This enforcement mechanism allows the government to make credible 
commitments regarding settlement implementation, furthering cooperation and increasing peace 
durability (Hoddie & Hartzell 2003, Knight 2011). 
 Civil conflict and peace negotiations form a basis of credible commitment problems 
related to the need for physical security. Walter argues that third parties can alleviate the security 
shortfall from post-agreement DDR through serving as guarantors, ceasefire monitors, or 
providing a peacekeeping force (1997). The problem with most of these is the lack of a military 
enforcement mechanism: troops on the ground providing security. Monitors or guarantors can’t 
stop one side from violating the ceasefire. They only serve as a warning flag to their countries. 
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Those countries still need to mobilize forces and bring them to the conflict area. This can take 
months, even if they begin right away instead of attempting alternative enforcement mechanisms.  
 Successful bargaining between the warring parties occurs when they incur a cost to 
cooperate. The cost that each side is willing to pay for peace demonstrates the credibility of their 
commitment (Hartzell 2016). The same is true for third parties. Third parties bring their own 
credible commitment problem to the situation as the actors attempt to determine if and when the 
third party may sanction deviant behavior (Walter 1997). There is limited cost to sending in 
ceasefire monitors or declaring themselves a guarantor of the peace agreement unless they have 
incurred a cost of deploying troops into harm’s way. Regional and other international actors must 
demonstrate their commitment to the peace by sending military forces to provide the security 
necessary to successful DDR processes. 
 In line with Walter’s (1997) theory about the security fears of disarming rebel groups and 
Toft’s (2010) position concerning security sector reform, I argue that military integration 
provides an alternative security mechanism to peacekeepers. DDR programs put in place without 
any other form of security mechanisms should fail. In these cases, there is little except worthless 
scraps of paper that prevents the armed side from renegotiating or forcing their opponent to make 
more concessions.  
 DDR very rarely occurs as the sole power-sharing or security provision in a peace 
agreement.
9
 There is usually a provision that provides a level of security for those disarming. 
Peacekeepers are often requested by the warring parties and are deployed to provide security and 
oversight of the DDR process. In addition to defending the vulnerable former combatants, 
peacekeeping operations (PKOs) can sanction those parties that violate the ceasefire. Integration 
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 In my dataset, there are 2 cases (of 96) which contain only DDR. In those two, there are no governmental or 
territorial power sharing provisions, military integration provisions, or request for peacekeepers. Both of those 
cases failed. 
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of the rebel forces into the national military is also a prominent peace agreement provision. 
Military integration also provides the disarming group with some physical security as group 
members are permitted to be armed and likely provided with additional training. Peacekeeping 
and military integration options provide varying degrees of physical security to disarming 
fighters.  
 Additionally, granting territorial concessions may also provide the rebel group with some 
level of security. Autonomy or federalism, especially in secessionist conflicts, gives the rebel 
group more legitimate and legal control over their “home” region, usually including law and 
order. They can be responsible for providing their own security in the region. The geographic 
separation can give a sense of security to those within the region, especially if the government’s 
security apparatus was removed from the region. 
 Rebels choose to implement the agreement and give up their weapons (DDR) when they 
feel safe. The rebel fighters’ primary goal is physical security. It is what brought them to the 
fight in the first place. Disarming demonstrates their commitment to the peace process. However, 
they still need and expect to be safe and secure. I argue that security mechanisms (e.g., military 
integration or peacekeeping) coupled with DDR will increase the durable peace following an 
agreement.  
Hypothesis 1a: DDR provisions alone increases the likelihood of conflict renewal more 
than no security provisions. 
Hypothesis 1b: The combination of DDR and peacekeeper provisions decreases the 
likelihood of conflict renewal more than DDR alone. 
Hypothesis 1c: The combination of DDR and military integration provisions decreases 
the likelihood of conflict renewal more than DDR alone. 
 DDR by itself only enhances the credible commitment problem. Should the disarming 
group, usually the rebels, implement the provision, they are completely vulnerable and have no 
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guarantees against future violence or threats by their still-armed opponents. Therefore, DDR 
provides the government with a sense of security. Nevertheless, the rebels have no corresponding 
feeling of physical security. Agreements with DDR as the only security mechanism should 
experience a return of violence to, at a minimum, force a renegotiation. There is nothing to stop 
the parties from acting on their security fears. 
 When a security mechanism, such as peacekeepers or military integration, is added to the 
DDR provision, there should be a decrease in the potential return of violence. These are aimed at 
providing the rebels with a sense of security. This, in turn, makes the rebels more likely to 
implement the agreement and stop fighting. Implementation sends a credible signal that the party 
is committed to the peace process and fulfilling the agreement. This signal should encourage the 
other side to also begin implementation, increasing the peace durability. The combination of 
DDR and a security mechanism provides both the rebels and the government with physical 
security and should decrease the likelihood of a return to violence.   
 While there needs to be a physical security mechanism in place during and after the DDR 
process, not all processes are equally effective in every situation. It is the presence of physical 
security (military integration or peacekeepers) that permits the weaker side to give up their 
ability to defend themselves, which also represents their legitimacy and their ability to bargain 
and sanction. The implementation of DDR is the essence of credible commitment to the peace 
process and will generate a more durable peace. 
 Nevertheless, many articles on DDR focus on specific case studies and provide policy 
recommendations based on those context-specific cases. Ojeleye (2011) argues that the DDR 
program in Nigeria should concentrate on the sub-national characteristics in the Niger Delta to 
promote nation-wide peace and stability. Cervan (2010) looks at the Nigerian conflict through 
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the lens of armed violence reduction and prevention (AVRP), suggesting that lasting peace and 
security can only be achieved through the combination of poverty reduction, human rights 
promotion, and sustainable development. The Nepalese case resulted in a unique DDR program 
that suffered from polarized and fragmented transitional politics, an unclear DDR provision in 
the peace agreement, and the lack of rebel political will to participate (Subedi 2014). 
 In addition to the single case studies, other scholars examine the effects of specific issues 
or topics on DDR programs. In Sierra Leone, Humphreys and Weinstein (2007) focus on 
individual-level variables and find little evidence at the micro level that internationally funded 
programs facilitate demobilization and reintegration. Education in Sierra Leone can promote 
DDR and recovery from traumatic conflict experiences, especially for child soldiers (Betancourt 
et al. 2008). Political education of former combatants in Sierra Leone contributed to the political 
enfranchisement for the Civil Defense Force (CDF) elites, but failed to account for the needs of 
the rank and file members (Wlodarczyk 2009). Dyck (2011) also found a positive impact on the 
success of Sierra Leone’s DDR program from the inclusion of sports programs (focusing on 
soccer).  
 Other research is focused on the limitations of DDR. Williams (2011) and Mukhar (2014) 
find a lack of international support for instruments (e.g., ICC warrants) prohibiting the 
recruitment and use of child soldiers. The effect is worsened by agreement provisions that don’t 
provide justice mechanisms or address the effects of child soldiers as well as a serious lack of 
funding resulting in the exclusion of girl soldiers from most DDR programs.  
 There are only a handful of large-N statistical studies on SSR and military integration. 
Some of these studies argue that the peace is extremely fragile and likely to fail unless there are 
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credible third party commitments to ensure the safety and security of the weaker party (Walter 
1997, Mason et al. 2011). 
Peace Duration 
 Cooperation theory also works with the bargaining literature to explain military 
integration and peace durability. Scholars view cooperation as a bargaining phase followed by an 
enforcement phase, both dependent on the expectations of future interactions known as the 
shadow of the future. The expectation of future interactions promotes cooperation as long as that 
expectation is extended to the ability to sanction (Axelrod 1981, Lipson 1984). More frequently 
expected interactions result in harder bargaining and delayed agreement, but increased 
reciprocity-based enforcement (Axelrod 1984, Keohane & Martin 1995, Fearon 1998). 
Cooperation may also increase benefits to both parties (Snidal 1985), especially if issues are 
linked as is common in civil conflict. Once the parties come to the table, cooperation is likely to 
result from dilemmas of common interest (e.g., peace) or common aversion (Stein 1982, Krasner 
1991). The cooperation relationship becomes more complicated as additional actors are added, 
protracting the conflict with veto players or spoilers (Diehl 2016, Stedman 1997). Third parties, 
multiple rebel groups, and paramilitary or pro-government groups shrink the potential agreement 
space, make informational problems more acute, cause parties to negotiate harder, and shift 
alliances from one issue to the next (Cunningham 2011). 
 The more a government successfully interacts with an armed rebel group (e.g., previous 
agreements), the more likely they are to make concessions that will result in lasting peace 
(Ghosn 2010).
10
 While this repeated interaction seems to counter the reputation building 
argument that may define interactions prior or during conflict (Walter 2009), both are reinforced 
                                                          
10
 Cooperation theory and the shadow of the future support this as well. 
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by similar mechanisms. Reputation is built upon credible commitments made by the government 
to fight hard against any separatist movement as a form of sanction against secession. Repeated 
interactions are also built upon credible commitments, albeit through previously successful 
agreements containing effective sanction mechanisms. These interactions increase credibility 
through continued peace negotiations and implementation of peace agreement provisions. 
Credibility is enhanced even more if negotiations and/or implementation is costing the 
government in domestic support and does not depend on rebel implementation in the short term. 
 The structure of the peace agreement following the negotiation process impacts the peace 
durability through costly signals in the form of power-sharing provisions.
11
 As settlements 
provide more institutional security guarantees such as shared control over security forces and the 
government, the likelihood of a durable agreement increases (Hartzell 1999). Stronger peace 
agreements – such as those containing power sharing, sanctions, and monitoring provisions – 
increase peace duration (Fortna 2004a, Toft 2010).  
 Although some argue that more power-sharing provisions in the agreement result in 
longer peace (Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007; Joshi & Quinn 2015), others propose that it is the 
cost to the government that determines how successful power-sharing provisions are at extending 
peace (DeRouen et al. 2009). Power sharing has its detractors as well who argue that power 
sharing institutionalizes cleavages (Lieberman and Singh 2012) and is only good in the short 
term (Roeder and Rothchild 2005). These agreements, and the negotiations that preceded them, 
are only a product of each side’s ability to provide credible commitments to the other through 
costly concessions reinforced by the ability of the other side to sanction.  
                                                          
11
 See Mutwol (2009). He argues that the agreement structure is one of the keys to understanding the agreement’s 
success or failure. See also Hoddie and Hartzell (2003), who discuss the costs in terms of losing war aims as well as 
potential schisms that develop within each party based on the compromise reached. 
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 To establish a durable peace, both sides must transform the relationship of conflict to one 
of reconciliation. The transformation should target the structural underpinnings of the conflict or 
address the cultural dimension and perceptions of those involved in the conflict (Rigby 2006). 
This will most likely require an institutional change that facilitates the politics and society to be 
more inclusive. The concept of post-conflict reconciliation is a process used to restore 
relationships. Rigby (2001) categorizes the steps of the reconciliation process as memory of past 
traumas, peace and security, and justice. Truth commissions serve to address the memory. Early 
warning, peace monitoring, human rights advocacy, education and training, bridge-building, and 
reintegrating combatants deal with the post-conflict peace and security issues. Relief, 
reconstruction programs, and retributive and restorative justice mechanisms facilitate the need 
and desire for justice. DeMeritt (2016) describes several categories of transitional justice: 
retributive (criminal prosecutions such as trials and tribunals), reconciliatory (truth commissions, 
reparations, and memory projects), and a political hybrid (lustrations, amnesties, purges, and 
exiles) (see also Sriram 2007). Disarmament and demobilization of combatants can only succeed 
if they are part of a wider process of confidence-building or ‘national reconciliation’ (Strategic 
Survey 1993). Various agreement provisions deal with these steps directly and different power-
sharing may help to achieve them indirectly as well. 
 A further consideration to power-sharing is the rebel’s capacity to act in the new 
positions. Most rural-based rebel groups require additional support to make a successful 
transition to politics. This is made worse if illiteracy is widespread and education is lacking in 
the population. It is likely that the groups fighting against the government suffer from a lack of 
education and political knowledge, experience, and access (see Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999). The 
same is true regarding military power-sharing. Rebel military groups are not known for their 
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professional behavior or restraint. More often than not, they also do not operate in disciplined 
and organized units with a transparent chain of command. Exceptions would be when national 
military members and units join a rebellion, but that still requires some level of integration into 
the rebel structure. 
 All conflicts and their associated incompatibilities are not created equal. Ethnic conflicts 
may need to be addressed differently.  Conflict causes are many and varied.
12
 Some causes may 
be too intractable to result in enduring peace.
13
 Many scholars argue that identity (ethnic) 
conflicts are so intractable that the only solution is partition (Chapman & Roeder 2007; 
Kaufmann 1996, 1998; Sambanis 2000). Others point out that ethnicity doesn’t cause conflict; it 
is the access to power, the allocation and distribution of resources within states, and handling of 
ethnic differences via the mode of government that result in violence (Berkeley 2001, Busumtwi-
Sam 1999, see also Gaub 2010). Ethnicity is used to organize and mobilize an insurgency or 
identify groups and individuals to target with repression or violence (see Seymour & 
Cunningham 2016). Ethnic conflicts are driven by the same grievances (e.g., weak states or low 
income) as other conflicts (DeRouen & Sobek 2016, Gleditsch et al. 2016). A control of the 
incompatibility variation is required to compare these conflict cases equally. 
 Consequently, peace agreements contain a variety of provisions to address the causes in 
an attempt to ensure peace. If the agreement fails to address the cause, it will only serve to 
incentivize further violence (Keen 2012). Regardless of the type of provisions in the agreement, 
neither side will implement if they do not feel safe in the post-conflict environment. The 
different power-sharing provisions may address the grievances and demands of rebel groups, but 
it is the security mechanism which permits the settlement’s implementation. 
                                                          
12
 See Dixon (2009) for a summary of conflict onset causes.  
13
 Mutwol suggests conflict dynamics as one of the necessary variables to understanding the success of peace 
agreements (2009). 
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 Both the security mechanisms and the power-sharing provisions must take into account 
the type of conflict, or the goals of the rebels. Most civil conflicts are categorized as either 
government capture conflicts (fighting for control of the state) or secessions (fighting for control 
of a specific territory). Government capture conflicts are addressed differently than secessions. 
Secessions can be resolved through territorial concessions while government capture cases 
require more focus on government power sharing to resolve the conflict. Secessions tend to focus 
on specific regions and the people living there. Government capture conflicts and resolutions can 
span the entire country and the majority of its citizens, resulting in new constitutions and 
governments. Similarly, territorial power-sharing provisions do not usually apply in a 
government capture scenario. There are a few exceptions (Angola 1994, 2002; Djibouti 1994, 
2001; Guatemala 1996; Macedonia 2001; Mexico 1996; Somalia 1997; and Sudan 2005), and 
they are all ethnic conflicts except for Somalia. The geographic concentration of ethnic groups 
fighting for control of the central governments in Angola, Djibouti, and Guatemala resulted in 
territorial provisions granting local government power sharing with the rebels in addition to other 
national government power sharing (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012).  
 One of the biggest differences between government capture conflicts and secessions is 
the geographic space. Secessions are usually focused in the region wanting to secede and maybe 
the capital, while government capture conflicts are often spread across the entirety of the state. 
The rebel groups involved in the conflict will need security following the peace agreement, 
especially if they are expected to disarm and demobilize. Peacekeepers can play a significant role 
in either type of conflict, but I argue that military integration can serve as an alternate security-
providing mechanism. This is especially true in government capture conflicts, which require 
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peacekeepers to cover and coordinate over a larger area with potential more rebel groups and 
different local populations. 
 Success following government capture settlements is more likely with military 
integration provisions. Government capture cases potentially involve the entire country. Military 
integration will focus on the regions in which the rebel forces are operating, reducing the need 
for outside security mechanisms in those locations. In the case of secessionist conflicts, there is 
little desire by rebel fighters to integrate their forces – which have been focused on fighting to 
secede a specific region – into a nationwide military. A local rebel group fighting for secession 
should not want to be integrated into the national military with the chance of being stationed 
outside the region. That would not provide the security mechanism needed for a lasting peace 
and will result in a shorter peace. 
Hypothesis 2a: Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement failure. 
Hypothesis 2b: Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement failure following 
government capture conflict more than it reduces the hazard following secessions. 
 The previous section discusses the role of credible commitment to the disarmament of 
combatant groups. If the credible commitment threshold resulting in DDR is difficult to attain, 
military integration can provide a boost to the process. Usually coupled with DDR, military 
integration allows some former fighters to remain armed as part of the national military. This 
decreases the need for a credible commitment and addresses the security dilemma because it 
increases the ability of the disarmed group to sanction their opponents if necessary and provide 
security for their group. 
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Third Party Actors 
 Outside parties – third-parties – to civil conflicts can fill a variety of roles, such as 
mediation, peacekeeping, peacemaking, and peace-enforcement (Diehl 2016, Forsberg 2016). 
Often, neighboring states contribute to the conflict and provide direct physical or economic 
support to the government or rebel groups, thereby prolonging the conflict (Mutwol 2009). 
Others serve as ceasefire monitors following peace agreements. Third parties also facilitate 
negotiations and can serve as guarantors to both sides that the agreement will be implemented 
(Mutwol 2009; Snyder & Jervis 1999; Walter 1999b, 2002). This is done through diplomatic, 
economic, and military relationships with the government and also the rebel groups. It requires 
the third party to apply pressures on both sides to implement the agreement, the ability to 
determine if the agreement is being implemented, and the capacity to sanction those who don’t 
implement. 
 Professional soldiers from other countries should provide the best level of physical 
security to disarming fighters and sanctioning capability. International involvement following the 
conflict, such as a peacekeeping operation, improves the chances of a more durable peace by 
improving security, reducing fear, and reassuring compliance (Doyle & Sambanis 2000, 2006). 
Third parties as peacekeepers will increase the peace duration by preventing some of the causes 
of failed peace, such as fear and mistrust, accidents, and the incentive to take advantage of others 
through aggression (Fortna 2004b, 2008). Peacekeepers may also be able to alleviate rebels’ 
fears by directly providing security for disarming groups or by indirectly facilitating post-conflict 
information flow between the two sides (Snyder & Jervis 1999).  
 Peacekeepers are necessary because the state, fresh from civil conflict, is prone to have 
weak governance. This makes it extremely difficult to protect the population, enforce agreement 
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implementation, and increase inclusion throughout the levels of government. Third parties 
perform peacebuilding and statebuilding missions, which are designed to improve governance 
(see DeRouen & Sobek 2016). Security is essential for these tasks (Ero 2012) and peacekeeping 
operations reduce the likelihood of civil war renewal and spread (Diehl 2016). Third parties can 
relieve some of the more important tasks, such as security and communication to improve 
inclusion, which the new government must accomplish to ensure a durable peace.
14
  
 There are several challenges with using international peacekeepers to provide the security 
assurance. First, peacekeepers vary in their ability as professional soldiers, their training and 
experience, and their home countries’ international relations with other states.15 All of these 
factors impact their effectiveness (see Diehl & Balas 2014).
16
 Additionally, the home country – 
or at least their peacekeeping force – now needs to establish a relationship with the rebel groups, 
which may be challenging if they also suffer from possible political violence. Coordination 
mechanisms are an important ingredient to promoting trust between national and external actors 
in both the conflict and post-conflict stages (Ero 2012). To be effective, the third party must 
understand the local conditions, conflict dynamics, societal structures, and ethnic characteristics. 
These regional relations as well as domestic issues in the third parties result in varying levels of 
interventions (Forsberg 2016). Following the end of the Cold War, the UN failed in this regard 
while attempting to implement DDR programs in Central America, Angola, Cambodia, and 
Mozambique (Strategic Survey 1993).  
                                                          
14
 Mutwol proposes the role of third parties as one of the variables needed to understand agreement success 
(2009).  
15
 The lead organization or state’s view on peacebuilding applications is also important. Curtis describes three 
types of peacebuilding: liberal, stabilizing, and social justice (2012). All three have different ends and ways. 
16
 Lemarchand discusses the failure of the UN Organization Mission in the DRC (MONUC) to protect human lives 
among other shortcomings and corruption (2012). 
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 Second, regional peacekeepers are rarely considered neutral and usually suffer from the 
lack of logistics and fighting quality issues mentioned above (Strategic Survey 1993). These 
challenges haven’t lessened in the past two decades. In Africa especially, they are often also a 
contributor to the conflict through support of rebels or directly involving their own forces. 
Regional forces’ biased position may delay the peace agreement implementation (see Linebarger 
& Enterline 2016).
17
 Additionally, as more actors become involved in the conflict, the number of 
potential agreement spoilers and veto players also increases, making the peace process more 
difficult to attain and requiring more resources (Forsberg 2016).  The involvement of regional 
actors is one reason why international monitors and the international community at large (i.e., the 
UN) might do well to get involved in the peace. They can provide diplomatic and economic 
pressure on those regional states involved in the conflict to allow the government and the rebels 
to determine the path for peace while remaining impartial. In contrast, international mediators 
can force specific frameworks of security, political, and economic reforms, irrespective of the 
local conditions, which undermines local ownership (Hutchful 2012). 
 Global forces, such as those authorized by the UN Security Council, will, at a minimum, 
be better supported by the Western powers on the UNSC and, hopefully, less biased in fulfilling 
their mandate. It can prove exceedingly difficult to intervene on behalf of one party to gain the 
peace and then transition to an even-handed third party responsible for ensuring security to all – 
as it was in Kosovo for UNMIK (Strategic Survey 2001). Due to the complex nature of that 
international organization, however, they tend to have a harder time mobilizing the required 
forces in accordance with the peace agreement implementation timetable. States only consider 
                                                          
17
 Mutwol’s final variable necessary to understand peace agreement success is the role of regional politics in 
conflict resolution (2009). The UN’s peacekeeping experience in Sierra Leone supported this and also suffered from 
the role of unilateral action in connection with a peacekeeping force (Strategic Survey 2001). 
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military involvement if the operation can be linked to a compelling strategic ‘national’ interest 
(Strategic Survey 1993). 
 Third, unless they deploy troops to the conflict – or very near it – there is a loss of 
credible commitment on the part of the third party. This credibility issue is made worse when the 
intervener is not a unitary actor, but a coalition (Snyder & Jervis 1999). Third parties can’t just 
say they will guarantee the agreement or send monitors; they must show their commitment with 
peacekeeping troops. The disarming fighters need to trust that they will be protected before they 
begin the disarmament process (Walter 2002). This requires the political will and support of 
major contributing states, especially those in the west. Nevertheless, the UN struggles with 
western contributors’ reluctance to put their forces at risk in “non-strategic” locales (Strategic 
Survey 2001). 
 Finally, peacekeepers need to leave sometime. Depending on the length of their 
involvement, there may be a domestic push to bring home peacekeeping forces. If their presence 
is predicated upon a national election, that could focus the international community’s attention 
on DDR and the election and not on addressing the underlying causes of the conflict, leaving the 
disarmed group vulnerable once their security leaves. The UN’s role has changed from a 
military-driven operation to increased cooperation with and inclusion of civilians and NGOs to 
facilitate nation-building and democratization (Strategic Survey 2001). 
 I compare military integration to peacekeeping in the case studies. There may be a 
selection effect with the cases containing PKOs that could overstate this comparison. If 
peacekeeping operations truly go to the hardest situations and most dangerous conflicts (Gilligan 
& Stedman 2003, Fortna 2004b), the risk of failure may already be higher than the average case. 
For the combatants to request a PKO in the agreement, the parties do not believe that they can 
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trust each other to disarm and/or implement the agreement. There is no credible commitment of 
implementation. They will not be able to cooperate without help. Peacekeepers, especially those 
espousing neutrality, can provide security and facilitate both sides’ commitment to fulfill the 
agreement.  
 An alternative to peacekeepers that still provides a sanctioning mechanism is security 
sector reform. The base-line security mechanism is disarmament, demobilization, and 
reintegration (DDR), which serves to disarm at least one party to the conflict in order to restore 
the state’s monopoly on the use of force. Although DDR limits the ability of other groups to 
challenge the government, it does not provide the ability to enforce compliance of an agreement 
(Wantechekan 2004, Brancati & Snyder 2011). This enforcement is crucial to long term 
cooperation. DDR worsens the security dilemma as it increases the security of the state, but 
makes the disarmed group vulnerable to a renewal of violence. It might also increase the credible 
commitment of the disarmed group, but reduces that of the government and only heightens the 
disarmed fighters’ security fears. The government may view DDR implementation as a means to 
win the conflict militarily by renewing violence towards the rebels. 
 Toft argues that the literature largely ignores security sector reform (including DDR) in 
favor of emphasizing the expectation that the international community of states serves as the 
guarantor of peace and security in societies riddled with conflict and violence (2010). Mason, 
Mitchell, and Prorok (2016) also agree that DDR and security sector reform is understudied. The 
Kroc Institute’s Peace Accord Matrix (PAM) suggests that implementing security sector reforms 
contributes to long-term conflict reduction not only between the parties to the accord but also 
between the government and other non-signatory groups in the same conflict 
(peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014).   
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 The addition of peacekeepers to the DDR program is a step up from a DDR-only peace 
because it provides an ability to sanction. Peacekeepers improve the situation by providing some 
security and bringing with them a chance of sanctioning the government if it violates the 
agreement. This improves the credible commitment of both sides and reduces any security fears. 
Third parties, however, also bring complications in their ability to accomplish their mission, such 
as a bias for one side or the other in the conflict. They may also suffer from shortfalls in 
equipment, manning, funding, logistics, training, military ability, or domestic support for the 
mission (especially if they suffer casualties). These issues make peacekeepers somewhat suspect 
in the eyes of the disarming group. 
 A more reliable option – at least in the disarming group’s viewpoint – is to integrate 
members from that group into the military or police. This self-security mechanism increases the 
credible commitment of the government due to its increased cost from sharing power. It also 
decreases security fears in the disarming group because some of their members retain arms. 
These arms allow the group to sanction the government with violence if it breaks the agreement 
or resume the conflict. 
 Similar to peacekeepers, military integration provides security to disarming rebels and 
will be more successful at extending the peace than DDR alone. This is due, in part, to a 
selection effect in which both sides believe they can work together in this capacity.
18
 It is also 
relatively costless to the government while demonstrating their commitment to the agreement. 
Government officials holding power positions get to keep them and the only economic cost is 
that associated with training the new military members. Additionally, the government gains 
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 This selection effect is present throughout the study. My cases are all peace agreements in which the two parties 
were fighting, but agreed to stop and cooperate for peace. 
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credibility by allowing some of their former adversaries to retain the capacity for violence and 
the ability to sanction. 
Among the security mechanisms, I expect military integration to be more successful than 
peacekeepers at promoting peace. In addition to the selection effects mentioned above 
concerning the difficulty of resolving the conflict, military integration removes the constraints 
and additional step of a third party actor. Parties with grievances don’t have to convince a neutral 
third party to commit resources to act on their behalf. If they want to sanction the government, 
they still have the ability to do so. The benefits of additional military training in the national 
armed forces improve the combat capability of the rebel group and subsequently their credibility 
to implement the agreement. The government’s commitment is also credible because there is a 
credible threat of sanctions by the rebel group if the government does not follow through with 
implementation. 
Hypothesis 3: Military integration provisions have a lower relative risk of peace 
agreement failure than peacekeeping provisions. 
 Disarming fighters’ focus on their future physical security is logically connected to 
giving them the ability to defend themselves and sanction their opponents. They don’t have to 
rely on a third party that has little to gain by sending troops to ensure everyone’s safety. Third 
parties also present a potential delayed response to violent violations that may not arrive in time 
to be effective. Finally, the variation is international peacekeeping forces can lead to a 
peacekeeping force that suffers from internal tensions, lacks the resources to occupy all 
necessary territory, and is unable to enforce the peace or sanction violations. Because of 
international politics, a peacekeeping mission will be “initiated and sustained only if there is a 
group of states that have a particular interest in managing a conflict and that are willing to pay a 
considerable financial and political price” (Strategic Survey 2001:53). 
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Military Power Sharing 
 In contrast to external security guarantees to deal with the credible commitment problem, 
Glassmyer and Sambanis (2008) propose self-enforcement mechanisms. Specifically, they 
propose that each side retain some self-defense capability to discourage unilateral defection (see 
also Toft 2010). The self-enforcement idea stems from cooperation arguments promoting tit-for-
tat enforcement mechanisms based on an expectation of long-term interactions, resulting in 
better enforcement, but harder bargaining by both sides (Fearon 1998, see also Axelrod 1984). 
Rebel groups which maintain some military capacity are able to participate in tit-for-tat 
enforcement and hold the government responsible for any violations in the ceasefire 
implementation. This results in a longer peace duration (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014). 
 Military power sharing entails agreements between the combatants that grant both sides a 
role in the security of the state. This most often describes the integration of rebel fighters and 
elites into the national military or police force. In some cases, it might also result in a new 
national military. Military power sharing incurs little cost to the government, especially the elites 
attempting to ensure their political survival, and is not dependent on the level of democracy in 
the government (Hartzell 2016). There is a monetary cost associated with additional training for 
the rebel fighters and likely some amount of military restructuring, but those in power remain in 
power and the territorial integrity of the state remains intact (as opposed to territorial 
concessions). Most importantly, the disarming rebel group is able to keep their physical security, 
maintain the ability to bargain, and can sanction the government if necessary. 
 There have been few empirical studies on rebel self-defense following civil conflicts. 
Several scholars find that military power sharing – integrating the rebels into the national 
military – increases the peace duration (Derouen et al. 2009, Hartzell 1999, Hartzell and Hoddie 
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2003, Jarstad and Nilsson 2008). Military power sharing can reinforce the rebels’ trust that the 
government won’t renegotiate or use the military against them (Glassmyer and Sambanis 2008). 
Hartzell (2016) looks at the conditions that lead to military integration following agreement, 
finding that international mediators and the state’s ability to accommodate the rebels led to 
higher occurrence of integration. Walter (1997) looks at secessions – a similar situation in which 
both sides retain their arms – and claims that settlements after secessionist movements were no 
more successful than those after non-secessionist wars. Nevertheless, there are few settlements 
that allow for true rebel independence. Autonomy, or federalizing the regions, is commonly the 
successful outcome. Walter (1997) also found that allowing each side to retain arms enhanced 
their feelings of security and made them more likely to implement the treaty. 
 Similar to Walter’s idea that a third party is necessary, Krebs and Licklider (2016) argue 
that it is the underlying political situation that results in peace following military integration, not 
the integration. The two sides integrate because that is what they want to do and the sides resist 
integration because they don’t trust each other – the integration is not causal. Krebs (2014) also 
proposes that the peace is causal to the military integration, not the other way around. Wilén 
(2015) agrees that military integration is not sufficient; there is still a need to determine and 
address the causes of the conflict. She argues that military integration can turn former enemies 
into a unified force if they receive (1) political education, (2) are guaranteed basic welfare, (3) 
receive socialization through intense training or military deployments like peacekeeping, and (4) 
improve their professionalization.
19
 She cautions that this may make them a unified fighting 
force and improve the country’s peace, but it may not survive a recurrence of civil strife. Knight 
(2011) argues that military integration does not lead to peace, but it may promote the wider 
peace process through reconciliation and increased credible commitments. However, these ideas 
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 See also Gaub (2010) for a discussion of the professional military identity. 
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still emphasize the importance of the fighters’ physical and economic security to ending the 
conflict. Additional state-building may be required to remove the causes of renewed violence, 
such as in Sierra Leone.
20
   
 In the last two decades, scholars and practitioners  have focused on the role of military 
power sharing in the context of peacebuilding, calling it security sector reform (SSR). Toft 
(2010) argues that SSR is at odds with DDR provisions, since it aims to retain and retrain rebel 
forces and DDR tries to reduce these combative capabilities. SSR spans anything that provides 
security to the state or its population: local and national police forces, national military, 
integration of rebel fighters into either police or military, and additional training for either police 
or military.  
 Western powers have transitioned their efforts from direct peacekeeping to SSR 
programs for countries emerging from civil conflict as well as states participating in regional 
peacekeeping, such as the Economic Community of West African States Monitoring Group 
(ECOMOG) in West Africa (Strategic Survey 2001). Hutchful (2012) argues that this is not 
enough, claiming that these programs should be focused on improving security sector 
governance (SSG) which emphasizes the accountability of the security apparatus to due process 
and the rule of law. The primary difference between SSG and SSR is that governance includes 
oversight of the security sector, as was the case in South Africa after their civil war. Specifically, 
SSG should base security on justice and rule of law by addressing the executive, legislative, 
judicial, and civil society and media (Hutchful 2012). 
 Different measures of SSR have been shown to reduce the likelihood of war recurrence 
following settlement (Toft 2010, peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). The Kroc Institute’s PAM focuses 
on the effect of implementing seven security provisions found in comprehensive peace 
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 See Kovacs (2014). 
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agreements (Joshi & Darby 2013).
21
 With a small number of cases (35), they find that the various 
SSR provisions making up their SSR index are also interrelated and interdependent, resulting in 
a greater cumulative effect. Security mechanisms in comprehensive peace agreements are 
essential to ensuring a durable peace. 
 Provisions detailing military integration are divided into three types: DDR of combatants; 
integration of some rebel fighters into the existing national military; and the creation of a new 
national military comprised of integrated rebel and government fighters. DDR is actually a lack 
of integration because it removes the combat capability of the rebels. This creates the potential 
for a security fear issue with the disarming group. It is also nearly costless to the government, but 
imposes a high cost to the rebels by removing their security. As mentioned earlier, I expect this 
to result in shorter peace agreement durations.  
 Military integration is the inclusion of the rebel forces into an already standing national 
military. This is usually preceded by DDR. It is also low cost to the government. They remain in 
power and only incur the costs of expanding their military and training the new additions. This 
should have a positive effect on the agreement duration, especially if it’s coupled with DDR, as it 
facilitates credible commitments to agreement implementation. Military integration results in 
durable peace if (1) the integration is high,
22
 (2) the new forces have the operational capacity to 
effectively patrol rural areas, (3) the post-conflict environment is characterized by a security 
dilemma (fear and mistrust), and (4) the state controls the monopoly of force and disarms other 
actors (Krebs & Licklider 2016).  
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 There are a total of 51 specific provisions across a number of government areas of responsibility that the PAM 
identifies and studies. 
22
 Simonsen (2007) discusses integrating militaries following ethnic conflict and encourages high levels of 
integration. Gaub (2010) also discusses the benefits of integrated militaries. 
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 In an effort to increase military power-sharing, some states create an entirely new 
national military. The new force is comprised of a combination of rebel fighters and former 
government soldiers. It is similar to integration, except that it may incur additional costs on the 
government as the entire military structure is usually changed. The primary difference is that a 
new military generates more power sharing costs to the government, improving their credible 
commitment to the agreement. The increased power sharing usually results in more positions of 
authority and responsibility for rebel military commanders within the new military construct. 
Additionally, security is enhanced throughout the country during the transition to the new force 
because peacekeepers are usually requested to provide national-level security when the old 
military is disbanded to make way for the new structure. Third parties tend to facilitate the 
creation, vetting, and training of the newly integrated force as well. 
 I expect new militaries to arise out of the more powerful and more successful rebel 
organizations such as the NRM, who defeated the government of Uganda. New militaries usually 
put rebels in higher positions of command and responsibility, which increases their control over 
the national military as well as their ability to improve their group’s security and credibility. 
Subsequently, these cases should result in longer peace durations.
23
 
Hypothesis 4a: Provisions that create new national militaries should have a lower 
relative risk of peace agreement failure than DDR only. 
Hypothesis 4b: Provisions that create new national militaries should have a lower 
relative risk of peace agreement failure than military integration. 
 The purpose of the peace agreement should be to stop the fighting in the near term as 
well as ensure it doesn’t flare up in the future. It aims to achieve the longest peace duration it 
can. This requires a credible commitment by all parties. That credible commitment is easier to 
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 Due to a lack of data, the creation of a new military was not able to be tested empirically. There were only 11 
cases which created a new military and they all took place after government capture conflicts. 
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make if all parties feel safe in the subsequent peace. To achieve this, there needs to be a way for 
either side to enforce ceasefire violations and protect themselves. The best way to reach this goal 
is through the low-cost integration of rebel fighters into the national military. Military integration 
enhances the disarming group’s credible commitment by providing the ability to sanction. 
 Both the ability to sanction and provide security arises from either the rebel groups’ post-
agreement military capability or a third party security guarantor. As such, I expect that the 
resulting peace duration is a combination of both the amount of power sharing (inclusion) as well 
as a security mechanism. Although I may disagree with their methodology (e.g., number of 
cases, limiting to civil wars, etc.)
24
, I agree with the propositions by Krebs and Licklider 
regarding the relationship between military integration and peace durability (Krebs 2014; Krebs 
& Licklider 2016).
25
 They also argue that it is difficult to prove causal direction between 
integration and peace. The political and societal issues of inclusion must be addressed (Knight 
2011), but they need to be addressed in a secure environment. Military integration is one way to 
create that environment. More power sharing, coupled with a security mechanism, should result 
in longer peace agreement durations.
26
 If the security mechanism is absent, provisions entailing 
larger power sharing are more likely to result in shorter durations.  
 Military power sharing is a low-cost concession by the government, which enhances their 
credible commitment to settlement implementation.
27
 It provides the disarming side the ability to 
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 Krebs and Licklider (2016) look at 11 cases of military integration following civil wars, focusing their research on 
the quality of integration (numerical balance, unit-level integration, and integration up the ranks). Based on their 
case studies, they found little support that military integration provided any independent effect on the durability 
of peace.  
25
 While they analyze military integration by itself, the authors also mention that “[p]olicymakers are 
understandably less interested in whether military integration works on its own than in whether it can render 
peace more durable in conjunction with other policies, such as transitional justice, power sharing, judicial reform, 
and development aid” (Krebs & Licklider 2016:134). 
26
 Walter (2002) makes a similar argument, but focuses on third party security guarantees as the security 
mechanism. 
27
 See Krebs & Licklider (2016) for a discussion of the political, security, and opportunity costs for the actors. 
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retain a portion of their arms in order to sanction for a lack of implementation. This promotes a 
more durable peace agreement. Additionally, integrating rebel fighters may be more desirable 
than allowing them to roam freely through the countryside (see Kovacs 2014). I argue that 
military power sharing and, more specifically, the integration of rebel forces into the national 
military is the most effective mechanism to promote lasting peace following an intrastate 
conflict. The varying costs of government concessions and the rebels’ uncertainty of potential 
future renegotiations directly impacts the peace duration of an agreement. 
 The following chapter outlines the multimethod research design applied to test the 
hypotheses described in this chapter. I employ both a quantitative estimation of peace 
agreements and a qualitative case comparison, which allows a more detailed analysis of the role 
of security mechanisms and other power-sharing provisions following peace agreements. 
Specifically, I compare the effect of military integration concurrent with peacekeepers as well as 
without peacekeepers.  
  
40 
 
CHAPTER 3: RESEARCH DESIGN 
 This study follows Goertz’s (2016) description of multimethod research, involving both 
cross-case causal inference and within-case causal mechanism analysis and inference. The cross-
case causal inference is accomplished through hazard models to estimate the risk of a peace 
agreement failing and violence returning following a civil conflict. Within-case analysis is 
achieved using process tracing (see Bennett & Checkel 2012, George & Bennett 2005, and 
Goertz 2016) within case studies. “The central goal of a case study…is to investigate causal 
mechanisms and make causal inferences within individual cases (Goertz 2016:9). The causal 
mechanism I investigate is the specific provision present in the agreement that addresses physical 
security following a civil conflict.
28
 These provisions describe varying levels of rebel fighter 
integration into the national military (DDR, military integration, creation of a new national 
military) as well as the agreement for a peacekeeping force. 
 Specifically, I attempt to assess the role of security provisions on peace agreement 
durations and look at alternate explanations to reduce the threat of recurring conflict. To test the 
effects of military integration on the duration of a peace agreement compared to other security 
and power-sharing mechanisms, I perform both a large-N quantitative analysis and a four-case 
qualitative comparison study of rebel military integration and peace durability following civil 
conflicts. I begin with a description of the quantitative analysis before moving to the qualitative 
design. 
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 Throughout this work, I use the term “security mechanism”. Security mechanisms include all of the possible 
security provisions, even if they are not present in that specific agreement. The causal mechanism is the security 
provision that is present in the agreement.   
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Quantitative Study: Spatial-Temporal Domain 
 Previous quantitative studies fall short in analyzing civil conflicts. The first question 
regarding the statistical study of civil conflict is how to define the set of cases. Does the study 
use the 1,000 battle death threshold of the Correlates of War (Sarkees & Wayman 2010) or 
something else? This study defines conflict in line with the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset 
(Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013), which sets a lower threshold of 25 battle 
deaths within a year. This lower threshold of violence serves as a better trigger regarding the 
effectiveness of agreements because it highlights nearly any return to violence as a means to 
sanction against lack of agreement implementation or ensure the group’s physical security. 
 Most studies also choose arbitrary durations to define success. In his study, Mutwol 
(2009) chooses a three-month duration to test the success of agreements. Glassmyer & Sambanis 
(2008) use two-years for success in their logit model while Hoddie & Hartzell (2003), Toft 
(2011), and Walter (1997, 2002) use five years for their logit estimations. While I agree with 
many of their findings, I think their data is skewed for a number of reasons, such as the use of an 
arbitrary success duration, focus on civil wars, or limiting to specific types of conflicts. The 
release of current datasets like the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, 
Högbladh 2012) can be used to improve these research designs. The Peace Accord Matrix looks 
at implementation for up to ten years following the signing of a comprehensive peace agreement, 
though it looks at a small number of agreements (35), which leads to somewhat limited analysis. 
Hoddie & Hartzell (2003) also suffer from a small number of cases (16) in their study of military 
integration.  
 I also find that these studies don’t address the potential balance of power issues, even 
though Hartzell (2014) argues that military integration is most important to peace duration and is 
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based on the balance of power. There is also no clear comparison of peace agreement 
mechanisms as they differ based on the conflict type (secession or government capture). Finally, 
as Krebs and Licklider (2016) argue, these studies simply introduce a dummy variable indicating 
whether the parties agreed to integration, without looking at any implementation. 
 I designed the quantitative study to address most of these shortcomings. The use of a 
hazard model moves away from the arbitrary nature of a specified time period for success and a 
logit that describes success or failure. Hartzell (2016) recommends using datasets that provide 
more fine-grained data on peace agreements. The use of my unique dataset provides variables 
that can test the balance of power theories. There are several degrees of power-sharing for each 
category of agreement provisions (territorial, government, and military). Additionally, my data 
can be disaggregated to look at the different provisions based on the type of conflict. The use of 
the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset also provides a failure variable and brief description to 
address the issue of implementation. The data also provides a larger number of cases – 97 – for 
empirical analysis. 
 For the quantitative study, I created a unique dataset that focuses on civil conflicts 
resulting in settlements signed from 1975-2011. Cunningham (2011) suggests defining civil war 
based on the question being asked. I care about how conflict actors choose to end their conflicts, 
specifically focusing on the integration of rebel militaries into the national armed forces. For this 
to happen, an agreement is usually signed to describe how this would be accomplished. The need 
for an agreement led me to base my dataset on the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset 1975-2011 
(Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). I also drew data from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict 
Dataset 1946-2012 (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). This permits analysis 
of the various levels of power-sharing provisions that may occur due to the balance of power. 
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 The UCDP data provides the largest number of cases in which an agreement is signed, 
regardless of the type of conflict, the intensity, or the duration. Similar to Cunningham (2011), I 
define civil war based on a common bargaining space, not a battle death total. The common 
bargaining space focuses on the specific actors involved in the bargaining or fighting which 
results in a peace negotiation. This results in a dyadic interaction of violence between a rebel 
group and the government over a specific objective: secession or government capture. This leads 
me to adopt the UCDP definition of civil armed conflict, “a contested incompatibility that 
concerns government and/or territory where the use of armed force between two parties, of 
which at least one is the government of a state, results in at least 25 battle-related deaths” 
(www.pcr.uu.se 2015).  
 The application of war criteria as defined by the Correlates of War (COW) doesn’t 
capture all of the cases that result in peace agreements. The COW focuses on conflicts that 
produce 1,000 battle deaths among all participants, although a majority of their cases lacked 
battle death data (Sarkees & Wayman 2010). Of the 97 cases in my dataset, only 60 matched a 
conflict in the COW Intra-State War Data.  
 The focus of my study, like the UCDP dataset, is the peace agreement. The UCDP Peace 
Agreement Dataset includes agreements that are signed by at least two opposing primary warring 
parties in an armed conflict 1989-2005 and attempt to solve, regulate, or outline a process for 
how to solve the incompatibility (Högbladh 2012). The decision by warring parties to stop 
fighting and seek peace is paramount. I use the presence of a peace agreement to highlight 
provisions calling for the integration of rebel fighters into the national military. The UCDP data 
listed 209 civil peace agreements resulting from 52 armed conflicts in 45 different states 
(Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). Many of the agreements are part of a peace process and 
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only address one aspect of that peace. In order to determine the effect of individual settlement 
provisions on the peace duration, I compressed the process agreements into single cases, 
generating my dataset of 97 peace agreement cases. The aggregation process is described in the 
next section. Table 3.1 lists the 44 countries in the data and their frequencies. 
Table 3.1: Case Frequencies by State 
Name Freq. 
                    Chad 13 
                   Sudan 6 
                  Israel 5 
             Philippines 5 
                  Uganda 4 
                 Burundi 4 
                 Liberia 4 
                   India 3 
                  Angola 3 
        Papua New Guinea 3 
                   Niger 2 
                 Somalia 2 
                Colombia 2 
                Djibouti 2 
                DR Congo 2 
              Mozambique 2 
              Yugoslavia 2 
             Afghanistan 2 
             Ivory Coast 2 
            Sierra Leone 2 
            South Africa 2 
     Zimbabwe (Rhodesia) 2 
  Bosnia and Herzegovina 2 
                    Mali 1 
                   Congo 1 
                   Haiti 1 
                   Nepal 1 
                  Mexico 1 
                  Rwanda 1 
                 Comoros 1 
                 Croatia 1 
                 Georgia 1 
                 Moldova 1 
                 Senegal 1 
                Cambodia 1 
               Guatemala 1 
               Indonesia 1 
               Macedonia 1 
              Bangladesh 1 
              Tajikistan 1 
             El Salvador 1 
           Guinea Bissau 1 
          United Kingdom 1 
Central African Republic 1 
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Case Selection 
 My cases are founded on the UCDP Process ID variable, which identifies multiple 
agreements that are part of the same peace process. UCDP defines a peace process as “a formal 
process in which the warring parties either have decided to settle the incompatibility in a process 
in which one issue at the time is regulated by an agreement, or where agreements that builds on a 
previous peace agreement is signed” (Högbladh 2012:10). To account for peace process 
agreements, this study aggregates peace agreement cases with respect to their Process ID number 
from the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). The Process ID 
is used to describe the related agreements that are part of an overall peace process between the 
same parties. Multiple agreements of the same Process ID are compressed into a single case, 
aggregating the independent variables of interest. For example, the five peace agreements 
between the Government of Tajikistan and the United Tajik Opposition (UTO) have the same 
Process ID. These five UCDP Peace Agreements are compressed into a single case in my data. 
See Table A.1 in Appendix A at the end of the study for a full list of cases. 
 There are five peace situations in which the peace agreements were not aggregated using 
their Process ID number.
29
 These exceptions result in situations in which there are two cases in 
the dataset with the same Process ID. In four of these exceptions, the UCDP/PRIO Armed 
Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013) describes the case pairs 
with different conflict dates. According to the UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset, the earlier 
conflict in each of these four exceptions ended as a result of low intensity conflict or some form 
of peace agreement. Additionally, three of those were also coded as “failed” agreements in the 
UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). The fifth exception was 
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 Angola (1994 & 2002), Burundi (2006 & 2008), Niger (1993 & 1995), Papua New Guinea (1991 & 1994), 
Philippines (1996 & 2001) 
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a result of a splinter group, the Moro Islamic Liberation Front (MILF), continuing to fight after 
the main group, the Moro National Liberation Front (MNLF), signed a peace agreement with the 
Philippine government.  
 In general, these exceptions are defined by an initial agreement (usually a partial or full 
agreement) resulting in varying durations of peace before the sides resume fighting as a result of 
one side not implementing the agreement. The Process ID remains constant because the parties 
involved and the issues causing the conflict are constant. Nevertheless, this study keeps these 
cases separate in order to account for the failed peace and subsequent agreement.  
 Each of the 97 cases describes a specific agreement between the government and the 
rebels groups who signed it. As such, I consider it a semi-dyadic measure of peace duration. The 
term semi-dyadic is used to describe agreements between the government on one side and the 
rebel group signatories on the other. Many previous studies use the country/year as the unit of 
analysis, which doesn’t paint a very clear picture when there are multiple actors in a civil conflict 
(see Cunningham et al. 2016). The dyad is comprised of the two sides of the agreement not the 
actual number of actors in the conflict. The conflict could continue between the government and 
other, non-signatory, rebel groups. 
  When dealing with multiple rebel signatories, an identification of those groups who 
chose to continue fighting is necessary to account for the semi-dyadic peace durations. Only 
some of the rebel groups or specific groups within a rebel coalition may actually stop fighting. 
This was the case in Burundi where the CNDD-FDD and the Palipehutu-FNL continued fighting 
after 19 other groups, including the mainstream CNDD and Palipehutu, signed the Arusha Peace 
and Reconciliation Agreement in 2000. To ensure accurate accounting of the combatants, the 
rebel group actors were taken from both of the “Side B” group designations in the UCDP/PRIO 
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Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013) and UCDP Peace 
Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). The “Side B” in these datasets 
provides a list of all primary party opposition groups participating in the conflict. The Uppsala 
and PRIO battle death datasets (Lacina & Gleditsch 2005, Sundberg 2008, www.ucdp.uu.se 
2014) were used to support and confirm the involvement of multiple groups. 
 The UCDP family of datasets suffer from some limitations. As Chapters 5 and 6 will 
show, there are peace agreements that have been signed but are not a part of the Peace 
Agreement Dataset. Additionally, conflict end dates do not always match the historical accounts. 
For example, the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset lists the end of the first Liberian civil war as 
September 10, 1990. According to the Conflict Termination Dataset, this was the date of the 
peace agreement; yet, the first Liberian peace agreement (according to the Peace Agreement 
Dataset) wasn’t signed for another month and a half. More importantly, it did not end the 
conflict. This can lead to skewed variables (e.g., battle deaths) in my models. Nevertheless, the 
UCDP datasets provide the best data on civil conflicts and peace agreements, and provide a good 
starting point for this study. 
Peace Agreement Duration 
 The dependent variable (Duration) is the length of peace agreement duration, measured 
in months. It is a measure of peace between the parties who signed the agreement. The peace 
agreement duration begins when the agreement was signed. Because there are no datasets 
detailing when negotiations begin for a specific agreement, this analysis can only use the 
agreement date. The end state of Duration is defined below. 
  For those cases involving multiple agreements as part of a peace process, the duration 
begins with the last agreement. These agreements focus on different topics, such as the ceasefire 
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and DDR, political participation, or constitutions. The Tajikistan cases demonstrate this. The first 
peace process agreement signed between the two parties, the Protocol on the Fundamental 
Principles of Establishing Peace and National Accord in Tajikistan, was signed in August 1995 
and outlined a framework for peace. In December 1996, the Agreement following the Moscow 
meeting focused primarily on the ceasefire and security sector reform. Additionally, it created a 
monitoring commission that was also responsible for political reforms, elections, and potential 
constitutional reforms. The Statute of the Commission, the Additional Protocol of the 
Commission, and the Joint Statement were all signed in February 1997 detailing the makeup and 
responsibilities of the monitoring commission. Three months later, the Protocol on Political 
Issues, emphasizing political and constitutional reforms as well as elections, was signed. Finally, 
in June 1997, the comprehensive and final Moscow Declaration was signed, incorporating the 
previous agreements. Using the final agreement allows the study of all applicable agreement 
provisions after the bargaining phase has completed. For instance, DDR may promote peace in 
all agreements of a peace process, but it will only be present as a provision in the ceasefire/DDR 
provision and the final comprehensive agreement. Additionally, I use the last agreement in order 
to ensure the bargaining phase is complete, which helps to control for groups using violence 
during the bargaining phase to influence their position.  
 An agreement fails when conflict resumes between the parties to the agreement, usually 
due to a lack of complete implementation. This is determined several ways. The most common is 
through the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012), which 
contains the only variable indicating if the agreement failed and the failure date.
 
The dataset uses 
the term “ended” as a dichotomous variable to describe how “the peace agreement is no longer 
considered fully implemented if the validity of the agreement is contested by one or more of the 
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warring parties that signed…. If a party officially withdraws from a peace agreement, it is 
considered to have ended” (Högbladh 2012). I code these ended agreements as “failed” in my 
data. 
 This does not always agree with the conflict end dates listed in the UCDP/PRIO Armed 
Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). There are cases in which 
the conflict is shown to continue past the agreement date without the UCDP Peace Agreement 
Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) indicating a failure of the agreement. In order to 
determine if the peace agreement failed due to renewed conflict, a study of each applicable 
conflict is required to determine if the rebel signatories continued fighting. This is accomplished 
by integrating the Armed Conflict Dataset to determine if conflict occurred after the agreement 
and who was involved.
30
  
 The agreement duration ends at the earliest of one of the following four situations: 
failure, right censoring of the data, lack of implementation, and UCDP coding inconsistencies 
without agreement end dates. The first situation occurs when the UCDP Peace Agreement 
Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) codes the agreement as “ended” and lists a specific 
failure date, as it did for the Lusaka Protocol between the government of Angola and UNITA.
31
  
The second condition involves the right censoring of cases using the end of the study – 
12/31/2011 – as the end of the peace agreement duration. The agreement between the 
Palipehutu-FNL and the government of Burundi is an example of right censored cases.  
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 Additionally, several of the cases in the Armed Conflict Dataset are shown as ended even though fighting 
continued. For example, the Armed Conflict Dataset listed the first Liberian conflict as 1989-1990, even though 
fighting continued into 1996 (see Chapter 6). According to the UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset, this phase of 
conflict in Liberia ended due to a peace agreement (Kruetz 2010). 
31
 The Protocol was signed in November 1994 and ended in December 1998 due to poor rebel implementation 
resulting in a major government offensive. 
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 The third describes cases in which the parties do not implement the agreement, but 
continue the bargaining phase. In these cases, the peace ends in either the resumption of conflict 
according to UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & 
Wallensteen 2013) or a new peace agreement. Only three cases ended in a new agreement
32
 
while many others, such as the 2006 Comprehensive Ceasefire Agreement between the 
government of Burundi and Palipehutu-FNL, ended with conflict renewal. For agreements that 
fail to be implemented, the duration is the time to either renewed fighting or a new agreement. 
For example, Israel and Fatah engaged in conflicts between 1949-1996 and 2000-present.
33
 The 
Protocol on Redeployment in Hebron was signed in January 1997 and the Wye River 
Memorandum was signed in October 1998 due to a lack of implementation on the part of Israel’s 
new government. The duration to a new agreement is used because there is no ongoing conflict 
between the dyad, but the dyad chooses to sign another agreement, signifying that the original 
agreement was not working.  
 The final set of circumstances is a little more complicated. It describes two confusing 
situations. First, there are four cases coded as “ended” in the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset, 
but they lack a date for failure and four others that provide only the year of failure. Second, some 
cases are not coded as “ended,” but conflict continues past the agreement date according to the 
UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (resulting in no actual peace duration). A conflict end date 
per the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 
2013) occurring after the peace agreement date defines a continuation of conflict. The Israel-
Fatah conflict provides an example of this with the signing of the Israeli-Palestinian Joint 
Understanding on Negotiations in November 2007. The conflict continued beyond the agreement 
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 Protocol on Redeployment in Hebron between Israel and Fatah, Pretoria Agreement between Ivory Coast and 
New Forces, and Banjul III Agreement between Liberia and Independent National Patriotic Front of Liberia (INPFL) 
33
 According to the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset. The “present” date reflects right censoring of 2011.  
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for more than four years without any mention of agreement end in the UCDP Peace Agreement 
Dataset. Because the agreement duration is undetermined, I set the duration at 12 months. This 
reflects the conflict generating at least 25 battle deaths at some point in the next calendar year, 
accounts for the worst possible precision of the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch 
et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013)
34
 and is near the average duration of the 36 other 
failed cases (11 months). 
 A major challenge of determining continued conflict is the combination of imprecise 
conflict end dates (from the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset) and a conflict outcome of low 
activity (from the UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset). The data contain nine cases with an 
outcome of “low activity” and an agreement that doesn’t fail, as well as eight cases of low 
activity that do fail. Of these 17 cases, there are only two that have an imprecise conflict end date 
(Angola – FLEC-R35 and the Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement of 1994). The FLEC-R 
agreement resulted in a dyadic peace, but the Israeli – Fatah agreement was not implemented. 
Because of the continuation of conflict and lack of implementation, the Israeli agreement 
duration was set at 12 months as discussed above.  
 In summary, there is an issue with the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 
2006, Högbladh 2012) and the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, 
Themner & Wallensteen 2013) regarding the presence of conflict and the failure of a peace 
agreement. Semi-dyadic peace duration in this study is determined by either agreement failure or 
a continuation of conflict (more than 25 battle-deaths). Coupled with the case selection process, 
this determination provides reasonable peace durations for each peace process-aggregated 
agreement. 
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 The worst precision was to say it occurred during a specific calendar year, coding the case as December 31. 
35
 Front for the Liberation of the Enclave of Cabinda-Renewal 
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Independent Variables: Power Sharing & Security 
 As I previously noted, some scholars argue that power sharing results in longer peace 
following civil conflicts (Fortna 2003; Hartzell and Hoddie 2003, 2007). Specifically, stronger 
agreements containing more power-sharing provisions lead to longer durations of peace. 
Conversely, there are those who believe that significant power sharing by the government will 
cause them to renegotiate or fail to implement the agreement, eventually resulting in renewed 
conflict and shorter peace durations (DeRouen et al. 2009). Power sharing can be broken down 
into three categories: governmental, territorial, and military. This study uses several variables 
from the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) in different 
models to generally describe what power sharing the parties agreed to in the peace agreement.  
 While this study is concerned primarily with military power sharing, it usually doesn’t 
occur in isolation. Of the 97 cases in my data, there are only ten that have military power sharing 
without government or territory power sharing or the presence of peacekeepers. Table 3.2 depicts 
the number of occurrences for each type of power-sharing provision, demonstrating that more 
than one provision is present in most cases for this data. All power-sharing provision variables 
are dichotomous. They are taken from the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset and describe the 
presence of that type of provision. For example, the data consists of 97 cases containing a total of 
172 general provisions. This is nearly two different power-sharing provisions per agreement. 
Table 3.2: Power-Sharing Frequencies 
 Military Government Territory Total 
No PKO 39 (72.22) 25 (46.30) 19 (35.19) 83 (54 cases) 
PKO Present 38 (88.37) 35 (81.40) 16 (37.21) 89 (43 cases) 
Total 77 (79.38) 60 (61.86) 35 (36.08) 172 (97 cases) 
Note: chi-squared: 1.73; p-value: 0.421. Numbers in parentheses indicate the ratio of occurrence 
(frequency / cases for each row).  
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 Military power sharing describes agreement provisions calling for an integration of the 
rebel military into the national military (Mil Prov). It includes more specific measures calling for 
disarmament, demobilization, and/or reintegration of the rebel military (DDR) or integration of 
the rebel forces into either an existing or new national military (Mil Int). DDR is present in 
nearly 63% of cases in the data and serves as a basis to stem future violence. The peace 
agreement between Burundi and CNDD-FDD resulted in the creation of a new military, but the 
final rebel group, Palipehutu-FNL, was integrated into that existing national military when they 
signed their agreement three years later. 
 Peacekeepers provide an alternate solution to the security fear problem encountered by 
rebel groups disarming after conflict. The dichotomous variable, PKO, describes the presence in 
the agreement of a request for a peacekeeping operation (PKO). These describe a third party that 
is providing security in the post-conflict environment, not just monitoring it. This study uses 
peacekeeping operations to serve as a security mechanism in the post conflict environment. Diehl 
(2016) argues that studies of PKOs should define success in terms of civilian casualties, 
preventing the spread of violence, or the quality of the postwar peace.  The peacekeepers may be 
able to alleviate rebels’ concerns by directly providing them security during the post-conflict 
transition or by indirectly facilitating information flow between the two sides (Fortna 2004, 
2008). In these cases, it is the joint responsibility of the PKO and the agreement signatories to 
keep the peace. 
 Government power-sharing provisions in the peace agreement (Govt Prov) vary in their 
degree of power sharing, based on their cost to the government and the benefit to the rebel group. 
Some agreements, such as the Oslo Accord involving the URNG in Guatemala,
36
 only provide 
for the rebel group to create a legal political party to compete for political offices (Pol Party). 
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Others, such as the agreement between the Maoists and Nepal, describe an aggregated measure 
of either integration of the rebels into the government or a significant power sharing of the 
government between the two parties (Ag Govt Int). 
 Similarly, peace provisions that give up territorial power (Terr Prov) are divided into (1) 
an aggregate of measures calling for either autonomy or federalization of the national 
government to provide more localized governance (Ag National) and (2) an aggregate of the two 
variables concerning a significant power sharing of local governance or an integration of local 
governance (Ag Local). The Dayton Accords in Bosnia and Herzegovina are an example of a 
federalization provision in contrast to the agreement following the Cabinda conflict in Angola, 
which was limited to local power sharing.  
 To test the effect of both power-sharing provisions and security mechanisms, I create 
several dichotomous interaction terms to measure the possible variations within the data. Mil 
Only describes cases in which the military integration acts alone. PKO Only reflects cases in 
which there is no military integration, only a peacekeeping operation following the conflict. Int 
DDR covers those cases in which there is both DDR and military integration. PKO DDR 
summarizes cases in which DDR is agreed upon and a peacekeeping operation is present. PKO 
DDR Int measures when all three events occur. Finally, DDR Only defines the cases only calling 
for DDR. As mentioned previously, I expect higher power-sharing provisions coupled with a 
security mechanism, such as military integration or PKO, to result in a longer duration than 
either by itself. 
Controls: State, Conflict, and Agreement 
 In line with most statistical studies of civil conflict peace duration, I include in my 
analysis several controls describing the conditions of the state (GDP Capacity, Polity Capacity), 
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the conflict (Ethnic, Battle Deaths), and the agreement (Dyad PA, Commission). GDP Capacity 
and Polity Capacity use the highest value during the period beginning five years before the 
conflict began through the peace agreement. Five years was chosen because these variables are 
used to proxy the pre-conflict potential democratic and production capacity of the state before 
the effects of a civil conflict. In general, the polity scores either increase slightly or maintain 
their values and the per capita GDP tends to increase over time. The capacity measures should be 
early enough that they capture any higher values that are reduced by actions leading to civil 
conflict.  
 Per capita GDP is taken from the UN data website (data.un.org) and measured in 2013 
USD before it’s divided by 100 to better demonstrate the impact and scale of improving per 
capita GDP.
37
 Higher per capita GDP reflects a higher risk of loss if violence is used (Fearon and 
Laitin 2003, Collier and Hoeffler 2004, Gleditsch et al. 2009). More developed economies also 
reduce the likelihood of economic grievances and improve the state’s ability to rebuild after 
conflict (Doyle and Sambanis 2000). Subsequently, I expect agreement durations to increase as 
GDP Capacity increases. Those states with higher capacity are better able to facilitate agreement 
implementation and the combatants’ societal reintegration. Greater capacity also improves the 
ability to pay larger costs required by power-sharing provisions.  
 Polity capacity serves as a democracy score. It is an adjusted Polity2 score (Marshall et 
al. 2013), measuring capacity on a scale from 0-20, instead of -10 to 10. More democratic states 
are less vulnerable to civil war as well as its recurrence following a peace spell (Hegre et al 
2001). Similarly, democracies produce more durable settlements following a civil conflict 
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 The average per capita GDP in my data was $3900. Increasing or decreasing this by one unit ($1) for the 
empirical analyses will not create any effects. Dividing by 100 means the one unit change equates to a GDP change 
of $100. This should create more noticeable effects, is a more reasonable change to the per capita GDP for policy 
implications, and doesn’t complicate the explanatory power of the variable. 
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(Hartzell et al. 2001). This is due to several reasons, such as experience with building inclusive 
institutions (Hartzell and Hoddie 2007), the use of inclusive conflict resolution mechanisms 
(Gurr 2000), and the ability to efficiently address grievances (Elbadawi and Sambanis 2002). 
More consolidated democracies should produce longer peace agreement durations. 
 As a proxy for the intensity of the conflict, the Battle Deaths variable measures the 
annual average number of battle deaths from the UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset 
(www.ucdp.uu.se 2014) and the PRIO Battle Deaths Dataset (Lacina & Gleditsch 2005). It adds 
up all the signatories’ battle deaths, divides by 10038, then divides by the number of years from 
the start of the conflict through the peace agreement date. High battle deaths make recruiting 
harder and reduce the confidence of a battlefield victory (Mason and Quinn 2004). Hartzell and 
Hoddie argue that battle deaths decrease agreement duration because higher deaths increase 
feelings of insecurity and mistrust between the combatants (2003). Additionally, high numbers of 
battle deaths make the post-conflict social integration of the sides more difficult (Doyle and 
Sambanis 2000). Even though there is no academic agreement on the impact of conflict intensity 
on the resulting peace duration, I expect higher battle deaths to lengthen the peace duration. 
 The dichotomous variable, Ethnic, applies the Ethnic Armed Conflict (EAC) dataset 
coding of ethnic conflicts based on the aims of the armed organizations and their recruitment and 
alliance structures (Wimmer et al. 2009, Cederman et al. 2010).
39
 Even though ethnicity is not a 
clearly defined concept, it has been shown to be highly correlated with secessionist conflicts 
(Laitin 2004, Mason et al. 2016). This is likely due to the ethnic group’s geographic proximity 
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 Similar to the logic of dividing per capita GDP by 100, the one unit change (1 death) of battle deaths should not 
create any significant effects. The average battle deaths at the peace agreement date in my data is 2,150.  
39
 The EAC data used the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset version 3-2005b, which included conflict 
identifications and sub-group identifications. However, the data has been updated several times, resulting in new 
conflict identifications. This required me to compare country codes (see Gleditsch & Ward 2007) and conflict 
start/end dates between the UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset v. 4-2014 and the EAC data. 
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and concentration.
40
 The presence of ethnic groups also increases the onset risk of a civil war 
within the group’s country (Colllier & Hoeffler 2001, Elbadawi & Sambanis 2000, Collier et al. 
2003, Wimmer & Min 2006). Bringing a civil war to an end is also much harder when it is 
ethnically characterized (Doyle & Sambanis 2000). Some believe that partition is the only viable 
response to secessionist conflicts (Kaufmann 1996, 1998; Chapman & Roeder 2007), while 
others caution against partition (Horowitz 1985, Sambanis 2000, Collier & Hoeffler 2002). I 
expect ethnicity to have a stronger effect in secessions, resulting in longer durations. I do not 
expect ethnicity to have much of an effect in government capture conflicts. 
 As the two sides of a conflict interact with each other more, they should be able to 
provide more credible commitments regarding the peace agreement implementation. The parties 
are able to make a more informed decision following multiple agreements. Previous peace 
agreements between the parties, especially those in a peace process, can provide information and 
promote credibility. The more a government is required to deal with armed rebel groups, the 
more likely they are to make concessions that will result in lasting peace (Ghosn 2010).
41
 Dyad 
PA measures the number of peace agreements between the government and a specific opposition 
group. This variable also accounts for the success of a multi-agreement peace process, as process 
agreements are signed and aggregated into a single case. All negotiations face the challenge of 
credible commitment (Fearon 1995). As the two sides interact with each other more, they should 
be able to provide more credible commitments and longer durations regarding the peace 
agreement implementation.  
 One way to reinforce credible commitment is through the use of implementation 
commissions to provide oversight on the peace process and transition. Implementation 
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 See Seymour & Cunninham (2016). 
41
 Cooperation theory and the shadow of the future support this as well. 
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commissions can serve to reinforce parties’ commitments to the peace agreement by involving 
more powerful third parties. They also can aid in spoiler management (Stedman 1997) and the 
help address the security dilemma and mistrust in the early periods following settlement 
(Rothchild 2002). The dichotomous Commission variable reflects implementation commissions 
chaired by third party organizations such as regional or international governmental organizations 
(e.g., African Union, United Nations). The presence of a commission should increase the 
agreement’s durability.  
 I utilized two other variables to create my dataset. The dichotomous variable, Failed, 
originates from the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) and 
describes when one of the primary parties withdraws from the agreement, if conflict recurs, or 
the agreement is not implemented.
42
 In my dataset, 42 of the 97 peace agreements failed. 
DeRouen & Sobek (2016) connect civil war recurrence resulting from a lack of agreement 
implementation to a deficiency in post-conflict state capacity to implement the agreement with 
effective service delivery, public sector reform, and military or police to provide security. This 
contributes to the need of third parties to build capacity with peacebuilding and statebuilding 
programs. 
 The dichotomous variable, Incompatibility, allows disaggregating the data by conflict 
type (government capture or secession). According to Mason et al. (2016), it’s important to 
distinguish between civil war types because the causal processes that contribute to the onset as 
well as the duration and outcome are likely to differ across these types (see also Hartzell 2016).
43
 
Each type should have different findings, with secessions proving more durable due to the 
concentrated grievances and more limited power-sharing costs to the government. Peace 
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 This variable is used in the hazard models to define a failed case. 
43
 Mason et al. categorize civil conflict into three types: ethnic secessions, ideological revolutions, and ethnic 
revolutions (2016). 
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agreement provisions are tailored to the type of conflict. Table 3.3 illustrates the number of times 
a specific provision was included in a peace agreement for each type of conflict.  
Table 3.3: Conflict Incompatibility and Agreement Provisions by Frequency 
 DDR 
Military 
Integration 
PKO 
Political 
Party 
Government 
Integration 
National 
Autonomy 
Local 
Integration 
Implementation 
Commission 
Ethnic 
Conflict 
Government 
Incompatibility 
(62 cases) 
39 
(62.90) 
41 
(66.13) 
30  
(48.39) 
23 
(37.10) 
34 
(54.84) 
5 
(8.06) 
8 
(12.90) 
38 
(61.29) 
42 
(67.74) 
Territorial 
Incompatibility 
(35 cases) 
22 
(62.86) 
10  
(28.57) 
13 
(37.14) 
1 
(2.86) 
12 
(34.29) 
18 
(51.43) 
14 
(40.00) 
22 
(62.86) 
31 
(88.57) 
Note: chi-squared: 45.79; p-value: 0.000. Numbers in parentheses indicate the ratio of occurrence (frequency / cases for each row).  
 For example, territorial provisions (National Autonomy and Local Integration) are rarely 
found in agreements following government capture conflicts. Similarly, Political Party is not a 
common occurrence in agreements following secessionist conflicts. Because of these 
relationships, this study disaggregates the dataset based on the incompatibility listed in the 
UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012), specifically removing 
government-based variables from secessionist conflicts (territory incompatibility) and territory-
based variables from government capture conflicts (government incompatibility).
44
  
Statistical Models 
 I do not assume to know the baseline hazard of a peace agreement, requiring the use of 
the Cox proportional hazard, as it doesn’t estimate a base hazard rate (Box-Steffensmeier & 
Jones 2004). There are two main models which look at (1) general and specific provision topics, 
disaggregated by conflict type and (2) alternate answers to the fear and security problem that 
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 A correlation matrix (not included) containing all the specific provision variables reinforces the argument that 
specific provisions (national autonomy, local integration, and secession) are more correlated with territory-based 
(secessionist) conflicts while other provisions (political party, military integration, and peacekeeping operations) 
are correlated with government capture conflicts. 
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plagues rebel groups following a conflict.
45
 All models contain controls and some variation of 
power-sharing provisions (government, territorial, military). The cases are distinguished by a 
dyadic relationship between the signatories to the peace agreement (usually the government and 
a specific rebel group). This may result in ongoing conflict in the state because multiple rebel 
groups in conflict with the same government, but demonstrates the success of the agreement at 
keeping peace between the applicable actors. 
 My initial model uses aggregated data and general power-sharing provisions, such as 
government, territorial, and military. I then look at the general provisions using disaggregated 
data based on the conflict type: government capture or secession. Finally, I estimate models 
using the disaggregated data and specific power-sharing provisions (e.g., political party, 
government integration, DDR, military integration, autonomy / federalism, and local government 
power sharing).  
Qualitative Study: Colombia, Uganda, Liberia, and Sierra Leone 
Process Tracing 
 In order for process tracing to be an effective methodology to support hypotheses through 
within-case analysis, accurate case selection is imperative. Whereas cases are chosen in line with 
Goertz’s (2016) discussion on causal mechanisms, the cases for the qualitative study are not 
comparable directly to cases in the quantitative study.
46
 The statistical study looks at each peace 
agreement process as an individual case, resulting in some states generating multiple cases. The 
qualitative analysis choses cases based on the presence of a peacekeeping operation and/or 
military integration (see Table 3.5), but includes all peace agreements for that state in order to 
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 A third set of models (also not included) estimate the effect of general and specific provisions with cases 
disaggregated by ethnicity.  
46
 See Bennett & Checkel (2012) and Brady et al. (2004) for a definition of a case in case studies. 
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provide a more thorough analysis as well as within-case comparison. Specifically, each 
qualitative case involves multiple peace agreement processes that are separate cases in the 
statistical study (see Table 3.6 for a list). 
 Post-conflict security is operationalized into peace agreement provisions from the study’s 
unique dataset. Although I am specifically analyzing the role of post-conflict military integration, 
third party peacekeeping operations also provide that causal mechanism and support the notion 
of equifinality in my data. Applying Goertz’s (2016) concept of causal mechanism to the 
statistical dataset, Table 3.4 describes the cases characterized by military integration provisions 
and the success or failure of the agreement. More importantly, the cases chosen for the case 
study allow analysis of the military integration and success category as well as the military 
integration and failure category. Additionally, I am able to test the primary security characteristic 
found in the literature, peacekeeping operations, as the cases describe military integration and 
peacekeeping  with both success and failure outcomes.
47
 
Table 3.4: Military Integration and Agreement Success 
 No Military Integration Military Integration 
Peace Agreement Success 26 (17) 29 (11) 
Peace Agreement Failed 20 (5) 22 (10) 
Note: The number in parentheses represents the number of PKOs for each category. 
 Krebs (2014) argues that the direction of causality is indeterminate following a civil 
conflict. The desire for and existence of peace may lead to military integration just as easily as 
integration contributes to peace durability. Krebs & Licklider (2016) propose a similar idea, that 
combatants want to integrate based on the political situation and trust between the two sides, not 
that the integration leads to trust and peace. The case studies should help to dispel these 
arguments and highlight the direction of causality. Combatants may want peace and a certain 
political situation, but if they are not physically secure, then they will continue to fight until they 
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 This meets Goertz’s (2016) hierarchy of case study selection importance that he describes in Table 3.3. 
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are secure. One of the cases – Colombia and the FARC in the early 1990s – demonstrates that 
direction of causality. 
 The qualitative analysis employs process tracing in a most similar case study comparison 
to test my hypotheses (George and Bennett 2005, Gerring 2007, Levy 2008) concerning the 
different levels of military integration and alternate sources of security for four cases: Uganda 
(1979-1992; 1994-2011), Liberia (1989-1990; 2000-2003), Sierra Leone (1991-2001), and 
Colombia (1964-2016). These four cases illustrate the security concern when rebels disarm with 
and without a security guarantee. That security guarantee is in the form of either rebel integration 
into the national military or the presence of a peacekeeping force. Table 3.5 depicts the cases and 
their type of security guarantee. The numbers in the parentheses list the number of cases in the 
unique statistical dataset that match the security guarantee typology. These cases also account for 
the confounder problem (Goertz 2016) by comparing cases with and without the alternative 
explanation variable (peacekeepers). 
Table 3.5: Military Integration vs. PKO 
 DDR DDR & Military Integration 
No PKO Present Colombia (9) Uganda (15) 
PKO Present Liberia (17) Sierra Leone (20) 
Note: There are 15 cases that had no DDR, no military integration, and no PKO; 15 cases that had military integration 
only (no DDR, no PKO); 5 cases that had PKO only (no DDR, no military integration); and 1 case that had military 
integration and PKO, but no DDR. 
Case Comparison 
 I also attempt to select cases in line with the most similar cross-case comparative 
methodology. Table 3.6 describes the four cases and the multiple peace agreements used for 
within-case comparison. All four cases describe conflicts aimed at capturing the government. 
Only one, Liberia, involves ethnic cleavages (per Cederman et al. 2010). The four countries 
actually represent 11 different peace agreement cases and six different conflict dates (per the 
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UCDP/PRIO Armed Conflict Dataset) in the data. The conflicts – with the exception of the 
earlier Ugandan conflict – have similar intensities (600 battle deaths per year without that 
conflict).
48
 With the exception of Colombia, the per capita GDP values are also similar, 
averaging $265 ($397 with Colombia) versus the dataset average of $2,192. Polity scores 
fluctuate both within country (Liberia and Uganda) and with respect to the other states (modified 
Polity scores from 4 to 19). The best way to select most-similar cases for comparison is to 
choose cases that have matched control variables while the independent and dependent variables 
are allowed to differ (Gerring 2007). 
 These specific cases allow for a comparison case study of security mechanisms (military 
integration and peacekeeping operations) in a post-civil conflict environment. Additionally, they 
provide the opportunity for within-case analysis of these mechanisms. Within-case comparison 
will to help “rule out spurious inferences” (Levy 2008:11). Process tracing methods are used 
within-case to determine the effect of security and power-sharing measures on the peace 
agreement duration (Mahoney 2000, Collier 2010). Only Colombia did not have multiple 
agreements with different security mechanisms, as the rebels demobilized due to a lack of 
success against the government. The first Liberian conflict was resolved with only a 
peacekeeping force, while the subsequent conflict required both a PKO and military integration 
to endure. Sierra Leone began with just military integration, but required the addition of a 
peacekeeping operation before it was able to be successful. In Uganda, the rebel group NRM 
signed a peace agreement shortly before they took control of the government. Other rebel groups 
continued fighting against the new government, resulting in multiple subsequent agreements 
calling for military integration.
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 If the Ugandan conflict was included, the average would jump to 2750 battle deaths per year. The average 
intensity for the data is 2090 battle deaths per year.  
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Table 3.6: Case Study Comparison 
Country – Rebels 
Peace Agreement 
(PA) Date 
Conflict Start Conflict End 
GDP 
Capacity 
GDP at 
PA 
Polity 
Capacity 
Polity 
at PA 
PA 
Duration 
(months) 
PA 
Fail 
Average Annual 
Battle Deaths at 
PA (100 BDs) 
Dyad 
PAs 
PKO 
Military 
Integration 
PKO & Mil 
Integration 
Liberia – INPFL 
10/24/1990 
12/26/1989 9/10/1990 466 232 4 4 1.15 N 3.740 1 Y N N 
Liberia – INPFL, 
NPFL 
2/13/1991 
12/26/1989 9/10/1990 466 213 4 4 0.99 Y 3.289 4 Y N N 
Liberia – INPFL, 
NPFL 
8/17/1996 
12/26/1989 9/10/1990 466 92 4 4 184.60 N 0.562 9 Y N N 
Liberia – LURD, 
MODEL 
8/18/2003 
5/31/2000 8/18/2003 184 139 11 11 100.50 N 8.188 2 Y Y Y 
Colombia - EPL 
2/15/1991 
12/31/1964 12/31/2011 1901 1717 19 19 250.65 N 2.566 1 N N N 
Colombia – FARC 
1/20/2002 
12/31/1964 12/31/2011 3356 2377 19 17 1.05 Y 4.062 3 N N N 
Sierra Leone – RUF 
1/30/1996 
4/1/1991 12/20/2001 328 325 14 14 3.16 Y 6.794 1 Y Y Y 
Sierra Leone – RUF 
11/10/2000 
4/1/1991 12/20/2001 328 208 14 14 133.74 N 10.938 3 Y Y Y 
Uganda – NRM 
12/17/1985 
1/22/1979 8/9/1992 306 291 13 13 0.92 Y 131.789 1 Y Y Y 
Uganda – UPDA 
6/3/1988 
1/22/1979 8/9/1992 381 381 13 13 283.13 N 116.217 1 N Y N 
Uganda – UNRF II 
12/42/2002 
2/21/1994 11/29/2011 325 257 6 6 108.30 N 6.136 1 N Y N 
Uganda - LRA 
2/29/2008 
2/21/1994 11/29/2011 515 515 9 9 6.41 Y 4.747 7 N Y N 
Note: Conflict start and end dates taken from the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). Per Capita GDP Capacity and Polity Capacity taken from the 
highest value in the time period beginning 5 years before the conflict start date and ending at the peace agreement date. Average Annual Battle Deaths is the average number of battle deaths per year 
divided by 100.  
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 The data sources for the case study begin with the Library of Congress Country studies, 
CIA World Factbook, and Strategic Survey. Even though these are secondary sources (Theis 
2002), they focus on the facts related to the cases which should reduce investigator bias. These 
sources will provide security information for each country during the conflict, peace agreement 
negotiations, and post-settlement. They are augmented by primary sources, which were used to 
determine settlement implementation in the Kroc Institute for International Peace Studies’ Peace 
Accords Matrix (peaceaccords.nd.edu). Scholarly studies of the specific conflicts, like 
Wlodarczyk’s (2009) study of Sierre Leone’s Civil Defense Forces and DDR, as well as an 
inspection of the Power Sharing Event Dataset (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014) highlight settlement 
implementation and inform the case comparisons. 
Causal Processes 
 The case comparison permits an analysis of the theories discussed in Chapter 2 which 
attempt to describe the causal processes driving the effect of a durable peace. Specifically, the 
quantitative study focuses on the effects of credible commitment, security fears, the ability to 
sanction, and complications generated by third parties. Focusing on the role of post-conflict 
security, I look at how military integration and peacekeeping operations influences the four 
causal processes in each of the four cases.  
 I combine several authors’ conceptual frameworks regarding successful reintegration of 
rebels (Berdal & Ucko 2009, Spear 2006), democratization and barriers to becoming legitimate 
political actors (Guaqueta 2009, Harris 2012), and conflict prevention and management 
(MacLean 2008, Mkandawire 2009). I create five new categories upon which to focus my 
analysis: the group, the government, the agreement, top-down conditions, and bottom-up 
conditions. Characteristics of the rebels fall under the group, state-level attributes are assigned to 
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the government, and provisions’ specific information fall under the agreement. Top-down 
conditions describe those variables related to the international community or the inter-state 
region, such as a regional peacekeeping force like ECOMOG. Bottom-up conditions are those 
influential effects that originate in society, local groups, or NGOs.  
 The nature of the movement (Mkandawire 2009) and the group’s ideological and political 
coherence (Berdal & Ucko 2009) play a significant role in the post-agreement setting, especially 
in democratizing states. Do they have the capability to act within a political construct? The 
group’s internal dynamics (Berdal & Ucko 2009) may also impact the effectiveness of post-
conflict political power sharing. Will the group elites struggle internally to gain the reins of the 
group’s power? This becomes more probable as agreements are nearing signatures. Finally, the 
group’s military potency and ability to be self-sufficient (Berdal & Ucko 2009) can influence the 
type of security mechanism (military integration or peacekeeping force) as well as that 
mechanism’s capability to allay security fears and sanction violations. Can the group defend 
itself or will it use its power to attempt to renegotiate? 
 The government and the state as a whole have tremendous influence over the peace 
duration. The post-conflict government needs to be able to perform basic functions and provide 
publics goods (Harris 2012), especially if that was one of the causes of the conflict. Similarly, 
there are multiple economic dimensions that impact reintegration of rebels (Spear 2006), such as 
funding for DDR, the availability of jobs, and reconstruction of war-torn areas. Additionally, the 
practicality of political action by demobilized fighters (Guaqueta 2009) impacts their likelihood 
to remain disarmed. Does the political system facilitate political action by newly disarmed actors 
or have the political elites been able to shut them out of the political process? 
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 The post-conflict environment is framed by the provisions in the peace agreement as well 
as their implementation. Many agreements call for elections to promote political inclusion. The 
provisions must provide adequate time and flexibility between the agreement and elections 
(Harris 2012) in order for all parties to compete on a level plain. Provisions need to be specific to 
reduce ambiguity that can be taken advantage of by one or more actors. Specifically, the DDR 
process and implementation need to be spelled out so there is no question on how to achieve a 
disarmed, demobilized, and reintegrated rebel actor (Harris 2012).  
 The quality and quantity of external support for both the rebel group and the government 
that they are fighting (Berdal & Ucko 2009) is one of the major top down variables affecting the 
peace duration. An additional consideration is the international and domestic political or 
normative contexts (Guaqueta 2009) in which the conflict and subsequent peace occur. Can 
outside actors pressure governments to sue for peace? What causes states to support rebel groups 
in their neighbors and how can that support be denied? 
 Bottom-up conditions stem from society. Societal recognition for demobilized and 
reintegrated rebel fighters and the granting of legitimacy to rebel groups in a post-conflict state 
(Berdal & Ucko 2009) are essential to the successful reintegration of those former fighters. The 
sociological makeup (Berdal & Ucko 2009) and societal structures (Mkandawire 2009) also 
impact the reintegration of rebel fighters. Did the population give at least passive support to 
rebels during the conflict? How are the rebels viewed by society either as a whole or specific to 
the areas of reintegration? This can be shaped by how the rebel group behaved in relation to 
society or regional populations (Guaqueta 2009). Did the rebels terrorize the local populations or 
work with them to improve conditions? The rebel-societal relationship, and the economic and 
68 
 
psychological effects of the conflict on society, can have both positive and negative impacts on 
the subsequent peace duration. 
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CHAPTER 4: QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 
 The quantitative analysis begins with an estimation of five hazard models to test my 
argument that power-sharing provisions, coupled with a security mechanism, enhance the 
duration of peace agreements. The results are shown in Table 4.1. The first model (General All-
Inclusive) assesses the impact of the provision categories (Govt Prov, Terr Prov, Mil Prov) and 
other independent variables across all cases.
49
 The next two models (Secession and Government 
Capture) use the same general provision categories, but disaggregate by conflict type 
(government capture and secession). The final two models estimate the effect of specific power 
sharing provisions (Pol Party, Ag National, DDR, Mil Int, etc.) on the different conflict types. 
These two models (Specific Secession and Specific Government Capture) also remove the 
provisions that don’t apply to their specific conflict type (i.e., no government power sharing for 
secessions).
 50
  
 The values in Tables 4.1 and 4.2 are hazard ratios, depicting the influence of the variable 
on the hazard of the agreement failing. A variable with no effect would produce a hazard ratio of 
1.0. If the variable had a negative effect on the chance of failure – meaning it extended the 
agreement duration – its ratio would be less than one (positive effects on failure would be greater 
than one). For instance, military power-sharing provisions reduce the hazard of agreement failure 
by 62% (Mil Prov in the General All-Inclusive model generates a 0.38 hazard rate). 
 In line with DeRouen et al.’s (2009) argument about power sharing, the first three models 
– which use the general power-sharing provision categories of military, government, and 
territory – find that military provisions produce the lowest hazard to post-conflict peace 
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 This follows the DeRouen et al. (2009) study. 
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 Summary statistics are included in Appendix B. 
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agreements when compared to either territorial (the next lowest) and government power-sharing 
provisions. As expected, there is a need to remove the ability to continue fighting – through DDR 
– as a premise to remove the origin of violence, which is usually addressed by political or 
territorial power sharing. Military and territorial power-sharing provisions have a similar impact 
on peace duration when looking at all the cases (hazard rate of approximated 0.40).  
Table 4.1: Peace Agreement Duration Hazards 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Mil Prov 0.38 (0.131) *** 0.12 (0.069) *** 0.30 (0.160) **   
DDR    0.57 (0.713) 0.66 (0.207) 
Mil Int    0.41 (0.338) 0.56 (0.144) ** 
PKO 0.92 (0.274) 0.16 (0.079) *** 1.74 (0.543) *  0.23 (0.155) ** 1.98 (0.635) ** 
Govt Prov 0.80 (0.134) 3.00 (1.191) *** 0.57 (0.080) ***   
Pol Party     0.71 (0.136) * 
Ag Govt Int     0.54 (0.107) *** 
Terr Prov 0.39 (0.112) *** 0.20 (0.093) *** 0.59 (0.165) *   
Ag National    0.18 (0.149) **  
Ag Local    2.40 (2.866)  
Commission 0.99 (0.087) 0.56 (0.188) * 0.79 (0.209) 1.09 (0.639) 0.90 (0.213) 
Ethnic 0.97 (0.227) 0.03 (0.043) ** 1.32 (0.404) 0.01 (0.044) 1.12 (0.382) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.003) *** 1.00 (0.001) ** 1.00 (0.005) 1.00 (0.000) 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.023) 1.43 (0.232) *** 0.94 (0.019) *** 1.27 (0.173) * 0.94 (0.021) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.04 (0.011) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.11 (0.031) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 
Dyad PA 0.93 (0.057) 1.16 (0.220) 0.77 (0.058) *** 1.17 (0.206) 0.75 (0.045) *** 
      
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 906.00 (0.000) 21.21 (0.000) 6.46 (0.091) 22.11 (0.000) 7.46 (0.059) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. 
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 When the conflict types are disaggregated, the hazard associated with military power-
sharing was slightly lower in secession cases – 0.12 versus 0.30 – and half the rate of territorial 
provisions in government capture cases, 0.30 versus 0.59. All these results were statistically 
significant to the 0.05 level with the exception of territory provisions in government capture 
cases (significant to the 0.1 level). Although these results support my expectations (and 
Hypothesis 2a) as well as those of DeRouen et al. (2009), the general provision categories are 
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rather broad and I seek to determine if more specific military power-sharing provisions affect the 
peace duration differently. 
 Analyzing the specific provision types associated with the two different conflict types, 
the last two models tell a slightly different story. In secessions, the most successful provision at 
extending the duration is granting autonomy or federalization (Ag National). It reduces the risk 
of agreement failure by over 80%. This reinforces the need to disaggregate conflict types in 
analyses of civil conflicts. If the national government is willing to grant more power to the locals 
attempting to secede, the chance of peace is increased and the state remains whole. 
 Peacekeeping provisions (PKO) have a very similar effect on the peace duration, falling 
behind Ag National by only 5%. This is the result of a selection effect. Referring back to Table 
3.3, peacekeeping operations are present in 48% of government capture agreements and 38% of 
secessionist agreements. The security mechanism that I promote in this study, military 
integration (Mil Int), is not often used in secessions (28% versus 66% of government capture 
agreements) because of the geographic focus of those conflicts. Integrating secessionist rebels 
into a national military risks moving them to a different part of the country and negating any 
security they may provide to their support base. The lack of military integration effectiveness 
leaves peacekeeping as a viable security guarantee in secession-based conflicts, supporting the 
need to disaggregate the data by conflict type. 
 Both DDR and military integration show a reduction to the hazard rate. The hazard rate 
associated with military integration is consistently lower than DDR, but is only statistically 
significant (DDR is not significant in either model) in government capture cases where it cuts the 
risk of agreement failure in half. This is likely a result of regionally-based rebels’ inability to 
provide adequate security guarantees to their groups if they become integrated into a national 
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military as compared to a peacekeeping operation centered on that region. Disarming rebels 
require security, and peacekeepers are most likely to provide it following secession conflicts. 
Because of the limits (geography, potential actors, etc.) of peacekeeping operations in regional 
civil conflicts, peacekeepers also have a better chance at keeping the peace than they would if 
they needed to perform operations across an entire country and its population. The reduced 
hazard associated with military integration in these two models supports Hypothesis 2a, but the 
lack of statistical significance for the Specific Secession model neither supports nor counters 
Hypothesis 2b’s claim that military integration is more effective on government capture cases 
than secessions. 
 PKOs provide the security guarantees in secessions, but the resolution of grievances 
centers on territorial provisions. Autonomy and federalism strike a good balance because they 
provide rebels with the responsibility of self-governance and local security (police), as was the 
case for the province of Aceh in Indonesia. Contrary to this finding, integrating rebels in the 
local or regional government (Ag Local) more than doubles the risk of failure, but it is not 
statistically significant at the 0.05 level. The agreement between the All Tripura Tiger Force 
(ATTF) and India – which granted local power sharing, but not autonomy – failed when conflict 
continued in the Tripura region as it did not meet the long term needs of the rebels. 
 Another finding of disaggregating conflict types is that secessionist conflicts 
characterized as ethnic have an extremely low chance of failure (between 0-5%). If ethnic groups 
truly have nearly intractable demands, once they are met and agreed upon, the ethnic group is 
able to prevent factions from breaking the peace. The government is also more willing to 
implement the agreement because they are most likely receiving adequate sanctioning signals 
and information from the ethnic group. There is no significant effect of an ethnic characterization 
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for government capture conflicts on the settlement duration. They do increase the risk by 32% 
(Govt Capture model) and 12% (Specific Govt Capture model), but the hazard rates are not 
statistically significant. 
 Looking at the two specific provision models, DDR reduces the risk of agreement failure. 
This is in contrast to Hypothesis 1a; the results, however, are not statistically significant. Military 
integration was statistically significant and had a lower hazard rate than DDR in the Specific 
Government Capture model. This seems to counter Hypothesis 1c, but this model doesn’t 
compare DDR by itself to DDR with integration. When rebels fighting for control of the 
government across an entire state are integrated into the national military – which is also 
responsible for the entire country – they are better able to provide a security guarantee for all 
rebel parties involved in the agreement. Because of the difficulty of keeping the peace in these 
extremely complex circumstances, peacekeeping operations nearly double the risk of agreement 
failure following government capture conflicts. Nevertheless, PKOs have been shown to go to 
the more difficult conflicts (Gilligan & Stedman 2003), making them more prone to failure.   
 There is mixed support for Hypotheses 2b and 3. Hypothesis 2b proposes that military 
integration is more effective at prolonging the peace following government capture cases than 
after secession conflicts. Although the military integration (Mil Int) hazard rate for secessions is 
15% lower than the hazard for government capture cases, it is not statistically significant. 
Hypothesis 3 argues that military integration is better than PKOs at keeping the peace. Whereas 
this is definitely the case in government capture conflicts (0.56 versus 1.98 hazard rates), PKOs 
are slightly more effective following secessions (0.23 versus 0.41). Additionally, the military 
integration hazard for secessions is not statistically significant. 
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 Focusing on specific power-sharing provisions for government capture cases, rebel 
integration into the government (Govt Int) significantly reduces the chance of peace agreement 
failure (44%) while creating a political party (Pol Party) reduces the chance of failure by almost 
30% (significant to the 0.1 level). These results provide support for the beneficial relationship 
between government integration provisions and government capture conflicts. These cases 
usually address the rebels’ grievances regarding their lack of access to governance. Of the two, 
the more costly provision to the government is the sharing of specific legislative or executive 
government positions. These result in a more credible commitment and durable peace due to the 
increased governmental power granted to the rebels at the expense of the government. 
 Based on these results, military provisions and military integration specifically seem to 
be more consistent across conflicts at promoting peace following agreements. Nevertheless, 
secessions have longer peace agreement durations when peacekeepers provide security or the 
government grants autonomy or federalizes the secessionist region. Peace agreements following 
conflicts over the government result in longer durations if the rebel militaries are integrated into 
the government or the government shares power by giving the rebels positions in the sitting 
government. Unfortunately, more analysis is required to get a better picture of how these 
provisions support or contradict the hypotheses put forward earlier in this study. To accomplish 
this, I look at the interaction of power sharing provisions below. 
 As noted above, DDR consistently reduces the chance of agreement failure even if it is 
not significant. This directly contradicts the security fear argument. The reason for this is 
because DDR is usually accompanied by a security or power-sharing mechanism. It is likely that 
the interaction between DDR and something else contributes to the longer peace durations. Using 
DDR as a baseline security concern, I attempt to directly compare cases with military integration 
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to those involving a peacekeeping operation to alleviate that concern. To accomplish this I 
isolate the interaction of military integration, peacekeeping operations, and DDR provisions. The 
interaction results in seven variables: DDR Only, Mil Only, PKO Only, DDR Mil, DDR PKO, Mil 
PKO, and DDR Mil PKO.
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 These possible alternative explanations are estimated in five additional models, 
methodologically similar to the previous table. Table 4.2 provides the results of those models. 
Due to the low frequency of occurrence for some variables in the data (e.g., there are only 2 
cases of PKO Only in the government capture disaggregated data, n = 62), I restrict the analysis 
to only include variables with higher relative frequency. 
Table 4.2: Alternative Interactions 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession 
Specific Govt 
Capture 
DDR Only 0.25 (0.155) ** 0.33 (0.212) *   13.34 (15.232) **  
Mil Only 0.24 (0.035) ***  0.26 (0.088) ***  0.24 (0.059) *** 
PKO Only 0.12 (0.095) ***     
DDR Mil 0.19 (0.066) *** 0.07 (0.023) *** 0.14 (0.064) *** 0.09 (0.110) ** 0.12 (0.043) *** 
DDR PKO 0.23 (0.058) *** 0.03 (0.021) *** 0.57 (0.211) 0.37 (0.147) ** 0.57 (0.165) * 
DDR Mil PKO 0.69 (0.167)  1.19 (0.308)  1.16 (0.708) 
DDR Terr    0.02 (0.030) ***  
DDR Mil PKO 
Gov 
    1.14 (0.466) 
Govt Prov 0.60 (0.140) ** 0.90 (0.674) 0.40 (0.139) ***   
Pol Party     0.50 (0.149) ** 
Ag Govt Int     0.37 (0.067) *** 
Terr Prov 0.50 (0.106) ***  0.13 (0.079) *** 0.53 (0.165) **   
Ag National    0.13 (0.145) *  
Ag Local    0.91 (0.28)  
Commission 0.64 (0.171) * 3.67 (1.935) ** 0.55 (0.169) ** 5.27 (4.972) * 0.55 (0.155) ** 
Ethnic 0.65 (0.141) ** 0.05 (0.098) 0.98 (0.290) 0.27 (0.379) 0.85 (0.308) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.007) * 1.00 (0.000) * 1.00 (0.006) 1.00 (0.000) 
Polity Capacity 0.98 (0.037)  1.49 (0.267) ** 0.90 (0.012) *** 1.43 (0.206) ** 0.90 (0.014) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.002) ** 0.98 (0.059) 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.03 (0.035) 1.00 (0.001) *** 
Dyad PA 0.88 (0.058) * 1.01 (0.155) 0.70 (0.037) *** 0.98 (0.186) 0.75 (0.052) *** 
      
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 180.45 (0.000) 41.05 (0.000) 30.38 (0.000) 41.43 (0.000) 6.80 (0.078) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. Some alternate 
interaction variables are not included due to low frequency of occurrence. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
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 There is only 1 case of military integration and PKO (Mil PKO) and so it is not included in the analysis. 
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 The biggest challenge with these comparisons is the number of associated cases. I was 
not able to test all variable interactions across all models. By itself, DDR (DDR Only) reduces 
the hazard by 75% across all cases (General All-Inclusive model) and just under 70% for 
secessionist conflicts (0.1 level of statistical significance). This contradicts the credible 
commitment argument and counters Hypothesis 1a. Once the conflict types are disaggregated 
and the specific provisions are controlled for (Specific Secession model), however, DDR Only 
performs as expected and increases the hazard by more than thirteen times the baseline, 
providing support to Hypothesis 1a.  
 The argument that DDR’s impact is felt through its interaction with other mechanisms is 
demonstrated in both the General Secession and Specific Secession models. In these models, the 
other mechanism is security (DDR PKO and DDR Mil). Additionally, when specific territorial 
power sharing provisions are included (see Specific Secession model), DDR coupled with 
peacekeeping (DDR PKO) becomes slightly less effective while autonomy or federalism (Ag 
National) is what actually provides durability to the peace agreement. Interacting DDR with 
territorial provisions results in nearly 100% reduction in the risk of agreement failure, 
significantly driven by autonomy or federalism provisions (87% reduction in failure).
 52
 Once 
this interaction is specified in the model, it shows how powerful the territorial power sharing is 
to keeping the peace following secessions. 
 These results provide significant backing for my claim regarding security mechanisms as 
well as demonstrating the effectiveness of power sharing. Granting autonomy or federalism 
requires significant effort by the federal government to create the legal and political framework 
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 When the DDR Terr interaction is not specified (as in the Secession model), DDR PKO nearly removes the risk of 
failure while territorial provisions (Terr Prov) reduces it over 85%. The small number of cases are the cause of these 
results. Six of the ten Terr Prov cases also have a PKO. These six make up the population of DDR PKO for the 
secessionist cases, contributing to the common low hazard rates between DDR Terr (in the Specific Secession 
model) and DDR PKO (in the Secession model). 
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required for implementation. Constitutions, federal laws, and formal intra-governmental 
relationships must be amended for the new government structure. If the government is able to 
make progress on implementation, that credible commitment is enough to allow DDR to survive 
without an additional security guarantee. The now more autonomous rebels are responsible for 
their own internal security (police) as well as local governance. They have reached their goal of 
increased autonomy (although not quite independence) and the cost of continuing the conflict 
outweighs the benefit of true independence. Territorial provisions serve as a type of security 
mechanism in secessionist conflicts. Because of the cost of implementation, these provisions 
promote the government’s credible commitment to the agreement, allowing the rebels to feel 
secure enough in their autonomous region to disarm.  
 Because of case limitations, I was unable to directly compare military integration against 
PKOs except in the first model. Table 4.1 previously demonstrated military integration’s 
advantage over peacekeeping with regard to extending the durable peace. When we add specific 
provisions and interactions (Table 4.2), peacekeepers provide a 12% greater reduction to the 
chance of agreement failure (General All-Inclusive model). However, when combined with 
DDR, military integration generates significantly longer peace (DDR Mil vs. DDR PKO) in all 
models except Secession (4% difference). Between these two tables, there is (limited) support for 
military integration over peacekeepers (Hypothesis 3). Both interactions reduce the hazard of 
failure, which validates Hypotheses 1b and 1c. The reduction of the failure hazard associated 
with military integration variables (Mil Only and DDR Mil) throughout the models also supports 
the argument that military integration reduces peace agreement failure (Hypothesis 2a). 
Furthermore, military integration with DDR (DDR Mil) reduces the likelihood of agreement 
failure by over 85% following government capture conflicts.  
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 The control variables (GDP Capacity, Polity Capacity, Battle Deaths, and Dyad Peace 
Agreements) for both tables reinforce the need to analyze conflict data with respect to the types 
of conflict. Higher polity capacity resulted in an increase in the chance of failure for secession 
conflicts and a decrease in agreement failure following government capture conflicts (see both 
Tables). In these more democratic cases, groups fighting to secede likely feel that it is them 
against the rest of the country and don’t feel that the system can or will work for them. This may 
also be related to the battle deaths of the conflict. As the groups suffer more casualties, increase 
agreements following secessionist conflicts are slightly more likely to fail. 
 Rebels trying to capture the government are a result of the government not working for 
everyone. They can generate more political pressure on the government to include rebel groups 
or address the underlying issues while the governance institutions are already available to 
include these rebels in peaceful conflict resolution. They are also more likely to have a larger 
potential population from which to recruit political and military support. The number of dyadic 
interactions supports the increased polity results as well. As the interactions increase between the 
government and rebels trying to capture the government, the chance of peace agreements 
enduring also increases by 25-30% (see both Tables).   
 The alternate interactions demonstrate that territorial provisions (specifically autonomy 
or federalism) significantly reduce the hazard associated with secession conflicts returning to 
violence. Military integration coupled with DDR is extremely effective at facilitating peace 
following government capture conflicts and is more effective than peacekeeping operations for 
addressing the security concerns of rebel groups. Even though DDR appears to be very effective, 
it is usually accompanied by something else, either a security provision or territorial power 
sharing, which provides perceived security. Military integration is a low cost power-sharing 
79 
 
measure that enhances peace durability. Finally, these results demonstrate a need to analyze data 
with respect to conflict types. 
Effects of Rebel Power 
 The level of integration can be a result of the power of rebel groups relative to the 
government that they are fighting. For example, stronger rebel groups should get seats in the 
government as opposed to just being able to transition into a legal political party. They might 
also be able to force the creation of new national military where they have more positions of 
authority instead of just participating in a DDR program. To account for this, I apply variables 
from the Non-State Actor (NSA) Data: rebpolwing, rebpolwinglegal, rebstrength, centcontrol, 
strengthcent, mobcap, armsproc, and fightcap (Cunningham et al. 2009, 2012, 2013). I 
operationalized them into six variables (Rebel Political Wing, Rebel Strength, Rebel Central 
Control, Rebel Mobilization Capacity, Rebel Arms Procurement Capacity, and Rebel Fighting 
Capacity), apply them to my dataset, and rerun the models in Tables 4.1 and 4.2.
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 Rebel Political Wing describes if the rebel group was aligned or associated with a 
political party and if that party was legal. Rebel Strength describes the rebel’s ability to fight 
conventionally relative to the government’s ability. Rebel Central Control is the level of central 
control over the rebel group. Rebel Mobilization Capacity is the ability of the rebel group to 
mobilize fighters when necessary. Rebel Arms Procurement Capacity is a measure of the rebel 
group’s ability to procure weapons to continue fighting. Rebel Fighting Capacity is the ability of 
the rebel group to be successful on the battlefield, which does not need to be conventional 
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 Both Cunningham (2011) and Gent (2011) included measures of rebel military strength in their respective studies 
and both found the variable to be statistically insignificant. 
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combat (like the Rebel Strength variable). See Cunningham et al. (2009) for the reasons to 
include these measures in a study of civil conflict. 
 In my data, I gave each of the six variables a range of 0-2. A value of 0 meant the 
variable described low or non-existent power; a value of 1 described moderate levels of power; 
and 2 described high power levels. Low includes: no political wing; much weaker or weaker 
strength; no or low central control; low mobilization capacity; low arms procurement capacity; 
and low fighting capacity. Moderate includes: a link to an illegal political party; parity of 
strength; and moderate levels of arms procurement and mobilization capacity as well as 
moderate central control. High includes: links to a legal political party; stronger or much stronger 
strength; and high fighting, arms procurement, and mobilization capacity. These three variables 
covered all the possibilities described in the NSA data. 
 Unfortunately, adding six variables to the models estimating the smaller number of cases 
(i.e., secession conflicts) resulted in erroneous hazard values. Because Ethnic is so closely 
correlated with secessionist conflicts, I remove that variable in the two secession models in 
Table 4.3, resulting in acceptable hazard rates. I did the same for Table B.2 (in Appendix B at 
the end of this study) which adds the rebel power variables to the Alternate Interactions models 
(from Table 4.2). However, the Wald chi-squared value and probabilities for the Specific 
Secession and Specific Government Capture models in Table B.2 were not acceptable. As a 
result, I did not include those two models, but will speak to the general trends of the other 
models shown in Table 4.3. Table B.2 did not diverge from the trends in Table 4.2 (alternative 
interactions variables) or Table 4.3 (rebel power variables).  
 Increases in rebel strength relative to the government doubled the hazard of the 
subsequent agreement failing. As rebel groups gain parity or superiority over the government 
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regarding their conventional warfighting capability, they are more likely to use that strength to 
renegotiate the agreement or attempt to gain their objectives on the battlefield. In Liberia, 
Charles Taylor signed multiple agreements and continued fighting until he was allowed to 
compete for the presidency because peace was not his objective.  
Table 4.3: Non-State Actor Rebel Power Variables 
 
PA Duration 
General 
PA Duration 
Secession 
PA Duration 
Govt Capture 
PA Duration 
Specific Secession 
PA Dur Specific 
Govt Capture 
Reb Pol Wing 0.89 (0.087) 1.91 (1.165) 0.84 (0.296) 2.83 (1.486) ** 0.69 (0.277) 
Rebel Strength 2.47 (1.229) * 12.43 (26.715) 1.72 (0.275) *** 2.56 (11.047) 1.99 (0.557) ** 
Reb Cent Control 1.02 (0.414) 3.37 (6.899) 1.91 (0.749) * 0.76 (0.144) 1.63 (0790) 
Reb Mob Capacity 0.73 (0.110) ** 0.22 (0.326) 0.51 (0.116) *** 0.57 (0.518) 0.47 (0.101) *** 
Reb Arms Capacity 1.10 (0.624) 0.93 (0.918) 1.48 (0.434) 1.37 (1.909) 1.66 (0.298) *** 
Reb Fight Capacity 0.58 (0.140) ** 0.02 (0.044) ** 0.76 (0.435) 0.32 (1.457) 0.67 (0.471) 
Mil Prov 0.35 (0.176) ** 0.02 (0.055) 0.30 (0.232)   
DDR    0.75 (1.229) 0.53 (0.141) ** 
Mil Int    0.06 (0.097) * 0.65 (0.384) 
PKO 0.96 (0.156) 0.17 (0.203) 2.06 (0.588) ** 0.95 (2.039) 3.21 (0.677) *** 
Govt Prov 0.66 (0.171) 3.87 (6.120) 0.51 (0.183) *   
Pol Party     0.69 (0.234) 
Ag Govt Int     0.37 (0.179) ** 
Terr Prov 0.35 (0.129) ***  0.03 (0.049) ** 0.58 (0.180) *   
Ag National    0.04 (0.055) **  
Ag Local    1.05 (2.392)  
Commission 1.21 (0.280) 1.34 (0.477) 0.89 (0.584) 12.40 (15.381) ** 1.04 (0.696) 
Ethnic 1.09 (0.195)  1.13 (0.404)  1.03 (0.377) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.97 (0.027) 1.00 (0.001) * 0.99 (0.015) 1.00 (0.000) * 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.008) 1.26 (0.308) 0.93 (0.023) *** 1.30 (0.241) 0.94 (0.024) ** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.02 (0.037) 1.00 (0.003) 1.12 (0.099) 1.00 (0.002) * 
Dyad PA 0.89 (0.050) ** 1.32 (0.595) 0.76 (0.094) ** 1.16 (0.320) 0.76 (0.095) ** 
      
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 192.30 (0.000) 8.17 (0.043) 7.39 (0.060) 11.88 (0.008) 48.61 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. 
Some alternate interaction variables are not included due to low frequency of occurrence. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 Both the level of central control (statistically not significant) and the capacity to procure 
weapons decrease the peace duration. The ease of procuring arms makes any DDR program less 
effective and allows the rebels to resume fighting without much cost. This is furthered even more 
if the rebel group has strong central control. If the elites do not receive what they want from the 
peace agreement, they can quickly return to violence. In addition, rebel relationships with a 
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political wing were only significant in the Specific Secession model, almost tripling the risk of 
failure. This is due to nature of secessionist conflicts. The political party serves as another 
political (and sometimes physical) target for the government, constantly trying to gain 
independence and pressuring the state to implement their agreement. Like an NGO, it can also 
serve a watchdog function to observe the desires and actions of the government for agreement 
implementation. 
 On the contrary, the ability to mobilize forces had a stabilizing effect on the peace 
process, increasing duration by approximately 50%. Similarly, the rebel’s success on the 
battlefield (fighting capacity) also increased the duration by approximate 40%. Related to 
Zartman’s (1989) hurting stalemate argument, the government is more willing to implement 
peace agreements with groups that they cannot defeat militarily. The ability to mobilize 
additional forces signals the government that the conflict would not be ended quickly due to the 
supply of additional fighters.  
 Like Table 4.3, the alternate interactions model (in Appendix B) supports the main peace 
agreement duration hazard model regarding rebel strength and fighting capacity. It also suggests 
that rebel ties to political parties generally reduce the hazard of peace failure by over 40%; 
however, in secessions this relationship increases the chance of agreement failure by over five 
times. The ability for rebel groups to pursue their objectives peacefully should promote 
negotiation. Political party links also facilitates power sharing and makes it more likely that the 
rebel group will survive politically in the post conflict environment. In secessionist conflicts, 
these political groups will likely not survive due to a lack of general popular support. They will 
likely only be effective in their region. 
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 In addition to adding the six variables from the NSA data to my models, I condensed 
them into one ordinal variable, Ag Rebel Power, which aggregates the six power variables 
described above. This allowed me to apply it to all of my models and resulted in a range of 0-12 
for Ag Rebel Power. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 show the results of adding the aggregate rebel power 
variable. The primary result is that increases in rebel power (any of the six NSA variables) 
produces a 20% increased chance of the peace agreement failing. As mentioned previously, 
stronger rebel groups returning to violence ensure they get the agreement and implementation 
that they wanted from the beginning. The alternative interaction models, Table 4.5, mirror the 
results of including the aggregated rebel power variable in the original peace agreement duration 
models (Table 4.1). In government capture cases, increases in rebel power caused an increase in 
agreement failure. 
Table 4.4: Peace Agreement Duration Hazards with Rebel Power 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.01 (0.107) 0.90 (0.464) 1.19 (0.028) *** 0.98 (0.192) 1.14 (0.029) *** 
Mil Prov 0.39 (0.138) *** 0.10 (0.106) ** 0.34 (0.181) **   
DDR    0.58 (0.722) 0.66 (0.167) * 
Mil Int    0.40 (0.373) 0.65 (0.145) ** 
PKO 0.89 (0.092) 0.17 (0.052) *** 1.03 (0.318)  0.23 (0.153) ** 1.43 (0.546) 
Govt Prov 0.81 (0.107) 2.36 (2.935) 0.54 (0.107) ***   
Pol Party     0.68 (0.113) ** 
Ag Govt Int     0.53 (0.143) ** 
Terr Prov 0.39 (0.108) *** 0.21 (0.059) *** 0.42 (0.059) ***   
Ag National    0.18 (0.146) **  
Ag Local    2.32 (2.722)  
Commission 0.99 (0.070) 0.57 (0.096) *** 0.97 (0.247) 1.11 (0.746) 1.02 (0.238) 
Ethnic 0.98 (0.256) 0.02 (0.045) * 1.38 (0.364) 0.01 (0.045) 1.09 (0.344) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.005) ** 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.006) 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.014) 1.35 (0.430) 0.93 (0.017) *** 1.26 (0.187) 0.94 (0.015) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.04 (0.011) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.11 (0.029) *** 1.00 (0.001) ** 
Dyad PA 0.93 (0.055) 1.21 (0.227) 0.77 (0.066) *** 1.17 (0.222) 0.76 (0.052) *** 
      
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 664.40 (0.000) 88.25 (0.000) 45.11 (0.000) 12.93 (0.005) 24.01 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. 
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
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 After adding the rebel power variable to my models, another outcome is the change in 
some of the variables’ significance. While the hazard rates didn’t vary much from the original 
models, the p-values changed. In the general model, peacekeeping operations demonstrate a 
significant reduction to peace agreement failures. Additionally, the hazards for polity and 
government provisions in secession conflicts no longer meet the significance threshold. Adding a 
variable for rebel power is useful to describe the environment, but it does not alter the analysis of 
support for my hypotheses that I described in the previous section. 
Table 4.5: Alternative Interactions with Rebel Power 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.05 (0.108) 1.19 (0.438) 1.16 (0.033) *** 1.02 (0.177) 1.14 (0.061) ** 
DDR Only 0.25 (0.168) ** 0.39 (0.301)   13.86 (13.720) ***  
Mil Only 0.25 (0.033) ***  0.31 (0.096) ***  0.29 (0.053) *** 
PKO Only 0.11 (0.059) ***     
DDR Mil 0.20 (0.078) *** 0.06 (0.008) *** 0.19 (0.086) *** 0.09 (0.121) * 0.14 (0.044) *** 
DDR PKO 0.22 (0.045) *** 0.03 (0.018) *** 0.42 (0.200) * 0.38 (0.125) *** 0.44 (0.160) ** 
DDR Mil PKO 0.69 (0.164)  1.12 (0.258)  0.81 (0.474) 
DDR Terr    0.02 (0.029) ***  
DDR Mil PKO 
Gov 
    1.73 (0.741) 
Govt Prov 0.64 (0.206) 1.62 (3.171) 0.39 (0.151) **   
Pol Party     0.49 (0.119) *** 
Ag Govt Int     0.34 (0.070) *** 
Terr Prov 0.50 (0.082) ***  0.09 (0.112) ** 0.37 (0.108) ***   
Ag National    0.13 (0.141) *  
Ag Local    0.94 (0.604)  
Commission 0.60 (0.120) ** 4.99 (5.506) 0.63 (0.161) * 5.23 (5.021) * 0.65 (0.137) ** 
Ethnic 0.68 (0.178) 0.07 (0.162) 1.19 (0.316) 0.26 (0.349) 0.94 (0.346) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.008) 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.006) 1.00 (0.000) 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.021) 1.68 (0.538) 0.91 (0.011) *** 1.44 (0.173) *** 0.91 (0.011) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.002) *** 0.98 (0.075) 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.04 (0.023) * 1.00 (0.001) *** 
Dyad PA 0.88 (0.061) * 0.95 (0.089) 0.69 (0.045) *** 0.98 (0.175) 0.74 (0.051) *** 
      
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 342.21 (0.000) 35.57 (0.000) 15.71 (0.001) 42.16 (0.000) 10.63 (0.014) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. Some alternate 
interaction variables are not included due to low frequency of occurrence. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 The challenge with these data is that peace agreements are the result of negotiations. Both 
sides enter into negotiations with positions of power and influence relative to each other that they 
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gained on the battlefield. The rebel’s relative power results in negotiating positions that should 
result in greater shares of power in the post conflict environment. I test this idea with a logit 
model that reports odds ratios below. Table 4.6 looks at several independent variables’ effects on 
the level of integration specified in the subsequent peace agreement. Political capacity, national 
GDP, conflict intensity, and rebel power should have affect the level of resulting power sharing 
provisions. Those provisions (Aggnatl, Milint, Aggovint, and PKO) are the dependent variable in 
the logistic models of Table 4.6. 
Table 4.6: Rebel Power Influence on Agreement Provisions 
 
Autonomy or 
Federalization  
Military 
Integration 
Aggregated Govt 
Integration 
Peacekeeping 
Operation 
Ag Rebel Power 1.06 (0.111) 0.71 (0.093) *** 1.08 (0.115) 1.58 (0.222) *** 
GDP Capacity 1.01 (0.009) 0.97 (0.156) ** 0.99 (0.005) ** 1.00 (0.001) 
Polity Capacity 1.09 (0.058) * 0.91 (0.049) * 0.94 (0.041) 0.99 (0.038) 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.004) 1.01 (0.010) 1.01 (0.008) 1.00 (0.004) 
     
N 97 97 97 97 
chi-squared 9.84 (0.043) 12.701 (0.013) 15.19 (0.004) 11.08 (0.026) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. 
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 As shown in Table 4.6, military integration is 30% less likely to be present in the peace 
agreement as rebel power increases. Additionally, increases in rebel power make peacekeeping 
operations over 60% more likely to occur. Although this seems to contradict my claim that rebel 
groups can provide their own security, it highlights the role of negotiations in the peace process. 
Stronger rebel groups should be able to provide more security for themselves and would be 
better suited to integrate into a professional national military. The government likely fears the 
effect of a more powerful group taking over the national military and forcing a change in the 
balance of power. This causes the government to insist on third party peacekeepers to ensure the 
post conflict peace, lending support to Walter (1997) and Toft (2010) and modifying the claim 
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that integrating rebel fighters into the national military has a lower cost to the government. That 
cost is predicated on the relative power of the rebel fighting force. 
 In this study, I have previously emphasized the importance of disaggregating the data by 
conflict types. Table 4.7 looks at the power sharing provisions based on the conflict type (note 
the number of cases for each model). The variables across the top of Table 4.7 are the dependent 
variables for each model, similar to Table 4.6 above. Although the results from Table 4.7 support 
those in Table 4.6, the effect of rebel power is only statistically significant for government 
capture cases. The odds ratios are similar to those in Table 4.6 for secession conflicts, even 
though they are not significant. Again, peacekeepers are more likely to be involved in 
government capture cases where the rebels are relatively powerful. The government is unable to 
enforce the disarmament due to the balance of power and calls in a third party to assist. 
Table 4.7: Rebel Power Influence on Agreement Provisions, Disaggregated by Conflict Type 
 
Autonomy/Fed – 
Secession 
Mil Integration – 
Secession 
Mil Integration – 
Govt Capture 
Govt Integration – 
Govt Capture 
Peacekeeping – 
Secession 
Peacekeeping – 
Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel 
Pwr 
1.20 (0.313) 0.61 (0.246) 0.73 (0.101) ** 1.23 (0.166) 1.51 (0.381) 1.64 (0.273) *** 
GDP 
Capacity 
1.01 (0.007) 0.98 (0.005) *** 0.97 (0.030) 0.98 (0.28) 0.99 (0.004) ** 1.00 (0.001) *** 
Polity 
Capacity 
1.06 (0.114) 11.13 (0.262) 0.92 (0.062) 1.00 (0.057) 0.97 (0.102) 1.03 (0.059) 
Battle 
Deaths 
1.07 (0.033) ** 1.11 (0.054) ** 1.01 (0.006) 1.01 (0.006) 1.04 (0.038) 0.99 (0.004) 
       
N 35 35 62 62 35 62 
chi-squared 6.29 (0.179) 17.89 (0.001) 8.00 (0.092) 4.27 (0.371) 11.87 (0.018) 16.40 (0.003) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
Fragility Tests 
 Because of the relatively small number of cases, especially when they are disaggregated 
by conflict incompatibility, I am concerned that the results may be biased by those conflicts that 
have multiple cases. Refer to Table 3.1 in the previous chapter for a list of states and their 
frequency in the dataset. The top seven most frequently occurring states (Chad, Sudan, Israel, 
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and Philippines, Uganda, Burundi, and Liberia) range in frequency from 13 cases (Chad) to four 
cases (Uganda, Burundi, and Liberia). I remove each country and rerun the General All-
Inclusive, Secession, Govt Capture, Specific Secession, and Specific Government Capture models 
with the Ag Rebel Power variable included (Table 4.4). I only run the models that would change 
by the removal of the cases (e.g., I would not run the secession models if I only remove 
government capture cases). Additionally, I remove the Ethnic variable when including it 
produces erroneous hazard rates because of the number of cases compared to the number of 
variables (e.g., 31 cases/11 variables).  
 Comparing the seven fragility test tables (Tables B.3-B.9 in Appendix B) to Table 4.4, 
there is some evidence of limited bias. I expect there to be some change in the magnitude or 
significance of the hazard rates because of the limited number of cases in each category. The bias 
primarily affected the statistical significance of hazard rates. These hazard rates either became 
statistically significant in the fragility tables where they weren’t significant in Table 4.4, or those 
significant variables from Table 4.4 lost their statistical significance. There were also several 
variables that changed the direction of their effect from increasing peace duration to decreasing 
(or vice versa) or had a substantial change in the magnitude (e.g., in Sudan’s Specific Secession 
model, the Commission hazard increased from 1.11 to 87.43 and became statistically significant). 
Like the Sudan example, some variables changed both direction and significance. In nearly all of 
these biased cases, however, both the original Table 4.4 hazard rates and the hazard rates in the 
fragility tables were not significant. 
 There are only two anomalies in which the hazard rate changed direction and maintained 
statistical significance. They both occurred in the Sudan Secession model (Table 4.8 below). The 
Commission variable was one and Battle Deaths was the other. Battle Deaths changed from a 
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1.04 hazard rate in Table 4.4 to a 0.98 hazard rate in Table 4.9 while maintaining statistical 
significance below the 0.01-level.  Sudan was a case that removed the Ethnic variable due to 
erroneous hazard rate results. I believe this is due to the low number of potential comparisons of 
the secession model and the removal of the Ethnic variable. Sudan is characterized as an ethnic 
conflict and the close association between secession cases and the Ethnic variable is likely 
driving these anomalies.   
 After a closer look at the data, Sudan has two independence conflicts that didn’t return to 
violence and two that did. Also, Sudan’s conflicts in South Sudan and Darfur have a much higher 
average death toll than the rest of the secessionist conflicts (approximately 26.7 to 9.8). 
Removing them will decrease the average battle deaths. This effect is more pronounced in the 
failed cases which resulted in the change in direction.  
Table 4.8: Fragility Test without Sudan 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.00 (0.117) 0.65 (0.234) 1.21 (0.133) * 0.41 (0.394) 1.16 (0.030) *** 
Mil Prov 0.41 (0.187) ** 0.05 (0.027) *** 0.40 (0.218) *   
DDR    0.04 (0.061) ** 0.68 (0.182) 
Mil Int    0.01 (0.022) ** 0.73 (0.223) * 
PKO 0.84 (0.099) 1.70 (2.091) 1.00 (0.595)  1.59 (2.267)  1.42 (0.605)  
Govt Prov 0.75 (0.099) ** 1.11 (0.244) 0.58 (0.287)   
Pol Party     0.67 (0.098) *** 
Ag Govt Int     0.56 (0.150) ** 
Terr Prov 0.42 (0.108) *** 0.11 (0.038) *** 0.39 (0.277)   
Ag National    0.01 (0.033) *  
Ag Local    0.13 (0.225)  
Commission 1.13 (0.172) 5.87 (1.361) *** 1.04 (0.492) 87.43 (163.403) ** 1.10 (0.311) 
Ethnic 0.89 (0.233)  1.24 (0.650)  1.00 (0.297) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.003) ** 1.00 (0.001) 1.00 (0.014) 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Polity Capacity 0.98 (0.021) 1.22 (0.175) 0.92 (0.043) * 1.35 (0.257) 0.92 (0.021) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) ** 0.98 (0.007) *** 1.00 (0.003) 0.99 (0.048) 1.00 (0.001) 
Dyad PA 0.89 (0.065) 0.67 (0.097) *** 0.77 (0.113) * 0.37 (0.298) 0.76 (0.056) *** 
      
N 91 31 60 31 60 
chi-squared 100.57 (0.000) 551.16 (0.000) 21.82 (0.026) 33.44 (0.000) 3.19 (0.363) 
      
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses.  
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. Note: The ethnic variable was removed from the secession models due to a paucity of cases making a likelihood 
estimate difficult to obtain. 
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 With regards to the Commission variable, Sudan has one case that failed with a 
commission and one case that succeeded with a commission (in addition to the one case that 
failed without a commission and one that succeeded without a commission). Removing the 
Sudan cases reduces the peace duration by 25% for failed cases with implementation 
commissions. This is a due to the number of cases and average peace durations for the 
categories. Failed secessionist cases average approximately 13 months while successes are over 
130 months, so taking a single case away has a much bigger impact on the smaller number of 
cases with a smaller average peace duration. 
 In summary, there are no significant changes to the hazard rates when the relatively 
higher-frequency cases are removed. There are three anomalies that can be attributed to the 
association of ethnicity and secessions compounded with the small number of secession cases 
available to generate comparable hazard rates. No single case has significant influence over the 
results shown in the previous sections of this chapter. 
Military Victories 
 An additional concern with the data is the inclusion of cases that result from one side 
gaining victory over the other. Victory on the battlefield does not result in a hurting stalemate 
nor does it support the need for power-sharing of any kind. One side is able to assert their will on 
their opponents through military force or the threat of violence. There is still some benefit of 
future peace by formally institutionalizing various power-sharing mechanisms through the use of 
a peace agreement. This is why these cases were included in the original data.  
 There are seven cases of military victories in the data: Afghanistan (2 rebel victories), 
Cambodia (government victory), Chad (government), Guinea Bissau (rebel), Haiti (rebel), and 
Rwanda (rebel). Contrary to expectations, all seven cases resulted in failed agreements – 
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averaging less than seven months – and a resumption of fighting. There were no victories for 
secession conflict, so I have not included those models because they would not have changed 
from Tables 4.4 and 4.5. The results of removing military victories are show in Tables B.10 and 
B.11 (in Appendix B). 
 Similar to the fragility tests, there was some minor variation in magnitude; however, for 
the few hazard rates that changed directions, neither the original rate nor the corresponding ones 
that excluded military victories were significant. Additionally, there were cases (e.g., 
Government Provision in the General All-Inclusive model or DDR PKO in the Government 
Capture model) in which the removal of the seven failed victories made previously insignificant 
results cross the threshold and become significant. Overall, removing the cases for the fragility 
tests or those involving military victories does not significantly change the general results of the 
quantitative analysis or nullify the support for any hypotheses. 
5-Year Logit Analysis 
 Many of the previous quantitative analyses of peace duration (Hoddie & Hartzell 2003; 
Glassmyer & Sambanis 2008; Toft 2011; Walter 1997, 2002) utilize a logit model and determine 
success to be peace for five years.
54
 To compare my data and results to those studies, I created 
another dichotomous failure variable that has a value of 1 if the peace agreement lasts less than 
60 months. There were five cases that had a peace duration of less than 60 months, but were right 
censored using the dataset’s end date of December 31, 2011. Three of those cases (Burundi 2008, 
DRC 2009, and Ivory Coast 2008) did not show a continued conflict in the UCDP/PRIO Armed 
Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013), additional battle deaths 
following the peace agreement according to the UCDP Battle-Related Deaths Dataset (Sundberg 
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2008, www.ucdp.uu.se 2014), or a conflict outcome other than an agreement as specified in the 
UCDP Conflict Termination Dataset (Kruetz 2010). These three were coded as enduring past the 
60-month threshold (value of 0). 
 The remaining two cases (Somalia 2008 and Sudan 2010) did not meet the above criteria. 
Following some research, the Somalia case was coded as enduring while the Sudan case was 
coded as failed. The Somali rebel group, Alliance for the Re-liberation of Somalia (ARS), gave 
up fighting and joined the Transitional Federal Government following their signature of the 
peace agreement (www.irinnews.org 2016). In Sudan, the Justice and Equality Movement (JEM) 
withdrew from the continuing peace negotiations and resumed fighting the government and other 
rebel groups (news.trust.org 2016). 
 I attempt to apply the previous studies’ methodology to my data. I expect some variation 
due to the few cases that have shorter (less than 60 months) duration due to the signing of a new 
and different peace agreement, usually with additional actors.
55
 I will first use the new failure 
variable (Logit5) to rerun the Cox hazard models in Tables 4.4 and 4.5. Those results are shown 
in Tables B.12 and B.13 (in Appendix B).  
 There are no changes in direction for any of the hazards between Table A4.12 and Table 
4.4. A few variables lost their statistical significance, the most substantial of which is the hazard 
associated with peacekeeping operations. PKOs are no longer significant in reducing agreement 
failure in the Specific Secession model, though the magnitude did not change much. 
Additionally, the Aggregate National hazard in the Specific Secession model and the 
Commission hazard in the Secession model suffered similar results, losing their significance 
while retaining similar magnitudes. The only other change was the increased significance of the 
Ethnic hazard in the Government Capture model (while maintaining a similar value). Although 
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these results show some variation in statistical significance, they do not alter the support for my 
hypotheses.  
 Similar to the results from Table A4.12, there are no hazard rates that change direction 
from Table 4.5 to Table A4.13 when both are statistically significant. All significant magnitudes 
are also similar between the two tables. There are a few changes in statistical significance or 
magnitude, but these changes do not affect my hypotheses.  
 Next, I attempt to determine if the type of estimation matters to the results, comparing 
logit models to the Cox proportional hazard models that I have already estimated in Tables 4.4 
and 4.5. I estimate a logit model with the independent variables of my hazard models to 
determine their impact on the Logit5 dichotomous dependent variable described earlier in this 
section. Tables A4.14 and A4.15 depict the odds ratio results. Because of the difference in 
estimating models, I was unable to generate accurate results for the first 5 models using the logit 
model. I removed several variables (Ethnic, GDP Capacity, and Polity Capacity) from the first 
table due to their statistically limited impact on the results. I was unable to achieve convergence 
on the Specific Secession model in Table A4.15, Alternate Interactions Logit Models, so it is not 
included. However, I did include Polity Capacity in this model due to its significant results in the 
original model of Table 4.5.  
 The results of the Peace Agreement Logit Models supported the findings of including 
rebel power in the analysis as well as the need to disaggregate the data by conflict type. As rebel 
power increased, secessionist peace agreements are more likely to endure (60%) while those 
following government capture conflicts have a 45% increased chance of failing. The biggest 
difference occurred in the Specific Secession model. According to that model, PKOs increase the 
likelihood of agreement failure by 4700% and the hazards for both DDR and Military Integration 
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was reduced to 0%. While I predicted the direction of effects, these extreme magnitudes make 
me question the results of that model and are probably due to the small number of cases that can 
be compared (which resulted in a lack of convergence in the subsequent table for that model). 
 Table A4.15 had similar results for the Specific Secession model as well as several 
variables in the General All-Inclusive model. In the original (Table 4.5) General All-Inclusive 
model, DDR Only, Mil Only, PKO Only, DDR Mil, and DDR PKO all had low hazard rates 
(between 0.11 and 0.25). The change to those variables’ hazard rates is not excessive, but a rate 
of 0.01 or 0.02 is suspect. The hazard rate for DDR Mil PKO did decrease by more than 60% and 
became somewhat statistically significant (0.1-level). There was a decrease in statistical 
significance for most of the variables in the logistic model, but I think it’s safe to say that 
disarming secessionist rebel groups without providing a mechanism to ensure their security is 
going to increase the probability of agreement failure. 
 Overall, using an arbitrary 5-year cutoff for success and applying it to a logistic 
regression does not counter any of the results from my Cox estimations. It does, however, seem 
to muddy the results and reduce the number of statistically relevant findings. To determine if the 
differences are due to the logistic model differences or the arbitrary timeline, I rerun the two 
logistic models using my Failed variable as opposed to one generated off of a 5-year cutoff. 
Those results are shown in Tables A4.16-17. Due to a lack of comparable cases resulting in 
erroneous hazard rates for the Specific Secession model in Table A4.17, Alternate Interactions 
Logit Models with Failed Dependent Variable, it is not included. 
 Using the failure variable from my data as opposed to a 5-year snapshot provides similar 
results. The main difference between Table A4.16 (my Failed variable) and Table A4.14 (5-year) 
is that the hazard for PKO in the Specific Secession model is more in line with previous results 
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of my data (approximately 75% increase in agreement duration), though it loses it statistical 
significance. While the remaining hazard rates were similar in direction and magnitude to the 
previous table, several showed reductions in statistical significance. Additionally, there was little 
difference between the two tables describing the Alternate Interactions Logit Models. Rebel 
power lost its statistical significance, along with several other variables across the five models. 
Based on these results, I feel that the Cox proportional hazard models provide the best statistical 
estimations. 
Security and Inclusion 
 The academic literature combined with the statistical study led to the proposition that the 
goal of a positive peace is achieved through two necessary mechanisms: a security mechanism 
(peacekeepers or military integration) and an inclusion mechanism to address the rebel’s 
grievances, usually in the form of power-sharing (political, territorial, or economic). Using the 
cases to inform the model and the model to analyze the cases (see Goertz 2016), I determined 
that both security and inclusion are necessary for a durable peace, but they are not sufficient by 
themselves. However, the combination of the two, security mechanism and power-sharing, 
becomes both necessary and sufficient. Walter (2002) finds that third party security guarantees 
and power-sharing agreements to be both necessary and sufficient to peacefully resolve civil 
wars. I argue that the security mechanism is not restricted to third party guarantees. Security 
must also entail disarmament of the warring factions and would benefit from their inclusion in 
the political process.  
 Focusing on the inclusion mechanism into the political process, Table 4.9 depicts the 
results of a hazard model showing the need for both political inclusion (Aggregated Government 
– shared government or political integration; or Political Participation) and security (PKO or 
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military integration). Table 4.10 shows the results of the same models, but focuses on the 
potential role of territorial power-sharing (Aggregated National – autonomy or federalism; or 
Local Power-Sharing) as the inclusion mechanism. 
 Anything that makes the disarming group feel secure can be considered a security 
mechanism that leads to peace. For example, popular support pushing the government for peace 
and reintegration of rebels into society, like what happened in Colombia in the early 1990’s. 
While that environment is important to the DDR process and may motivate rebel groups to 
negotiate, it does not guarantee that the peace will last. To prevent what happened to disarmed 
rebels in the Colombian case, there needs to be a physical security mechanism that keeps former 
combatants safe from further violence. This physical security can come in the form of third 
parties, but they can be difficult to obtain in a timely manner for a variety of reasons. Security 
can also be achieved through integrating rebel fighters into the national military.  
Table 4.9: Political Inclusion and Security 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.05 (0.106) 0.73 (0.140) * 1.21 (0.063) *** 
PKO & Ag Gov 0.45 (0.157) ** 0.10 (0.030) *** 0.57 (0.196) * 
Mil & Ag Gov 0.78 (0.069) *** 0.37 (0.199) * 0.64 (0.056) *** 
PKO & Pol Party 2.11 (0.861) *  3.11 (0.881) *** 
Mil & Pol Party 0.90 (0.349)  0.43 (0.061) *** 
Commission 1.19 (0.174) 1.69 (1.000) 1.04 (0.308) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.003) 1.00 (0.000) *** 
Polity Capacity 0.97 (0.018) 0.95 (0.161) 0.92 (0.014) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) ** 1.04 (0.016) ** 1.00 (0.001) * 
Dyad PA 0.92 (0.073) 1.41 (0.170) *** 0.72 (0.012) *** 
    
N 97 35 62 
chi-squared 24.56 (0.000) 881.92 (0.000) 30.16 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value 
is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. There were not enough cases (1 case each) to include PKO 
& Political Party or Military Integration & Political Party in the Secession model. 
 As shown in Table 4.9, either peacekeepers or military integration coupled with 
integrating rebels into the government significantly extends the peace duration in both types of 
conflict. However, permitting the rebel group to form a political party only appears to work with 
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military integration. This can be attributed to the severity of conflicts requiring PKOs and the 
need for a more formal integration of rebels into governmental structures, especially those that 
control the monopoly of violence for the state. While the hazard results are focused on 
government capture cases, the all-inclusive model has similar results. This also supports the 
claim that allowing rebels to form political parties is an extremely low cost form of cooperation 
for the government, especially if the government is able to dominate the political process and 
exclude the new parties from gaining influence over the system. 
 The combination serves to promote a positive peace. Disarmament and security will 
generate a negative peace (the absence of conflict) by removing the ability and desire (due to 
retribution) to engage in violence. It is the inclusion mechanism that stimulates the positive 
peace, or the conditions that make conflict unnecessary (see Call 2012). Grievances and other 
causes of the conflict must be addressed for a positive peace. Wilén (2015) supports the role of 
military integration to the durable peace, but argues that “it is highly improbable that military 
integration alone can produce a stable peace” because there must also be political solutions and 
some stable ground to stand on. This stable ground and political solutions are the focus of 
peacebuilding activities in post-conflict countries.
56
 
 Both security mechanisms and power sharing depend on the type of conflict. Security 
mechanism can include integrating rebels into the national military, creating a new national 
military, or providing the rebel group more regional autonomy (in secessionist conflicts). The 
power-sharing provisions need to address the grievances (or greed) of the rebels and can include 
the ability to form a political party or integrate into policy positions in the government, 
integrating rebels into the local government or increasing their autonomy and self-governance 
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(for territorial disputes), and economic agreements between the state government and the rebels 
(usually found in secessionist conflicts). 
 Table 4.10 supports my assertions that conflicts should be disaggregated when they are 
studied. In the General model, all of the combined security and inclusion variables show an 
increase in the peace duration (though they are not statistically significant). In the Secession 
model, peacekeepers have a more significant role in providing security because integrating 
regional fighters into the national military does not guarantee physical security for those fighters 
or the rest of their geographically-oriented group. The Government Capture model reflects the 
small-N of the variables (see Table B.18 in Appendix B).
57
 Territorial provisions are not 
frequently used in government capture cases, except to possible appease a rebel group’s support 
base. 
Table 4.10: Territorial Inclusion and Security 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.06 (0.073) 1.01 (0.191) 1.25 (0.026) *** 
PKO & Ag Natl 0.39 (0.267) 0.10 (0.058) *** 0.15 (0.142) ** 
Mil & Ag Natl 0.67 (0.481) 1.17 (0.505) 0.00 (0.000) *** 
PKO & Local 0.88 (0.818) 0.67 (0.149) * 22.33 (19.817) *** 
Mil & Local 0.68 (0.241) 0.83 (0.408) 0.01 (0.011) *** 
Commission 1.10 (0.096) 2.17 (1.024) * 0.97 (0.276) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.001) *** 0.99 (0.004) * 1.00 (0.000) *** 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.015) 1.09 (0.164) 0.91 (0.023) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.02 (0.010) ** 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Dyad PA 0.91 (0.075) 1.30 (0.162) ** 0.69 (0.024) *** 
    
N 97 35 62 
chi-squared 66.19 (0.000) 38.21 (0.000) 4834.82 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value 
is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 In summary, the quantitative analysis described in this chapter supports several of my 
hypotheses. Table 4.11 restates my hypotheses and lists the support for each one. The 
quantitative analysis has provided significant support to my primary claim that integrating rebel 
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 The highest-frequency territorial variable, Military Integration & Local Integration, made up 5 of the 62 
government capture cases. 
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fighters into the national military following conflict contributes to an enduring peace. 
Additionally, the data supports the need to provide a security mechanism (integration or 
peacekeepers) following DDR. There is also support for more durable peace using military 
integration over peacekeepers. This support is tempered, however, by the strength of the rebel 
group in relation to the government and the type of conflict. Finally, the data consistently 
demonstrates a need to disaggregate civil conflict by the objectives of the rebel groups – 
secession or government capture. 
Table 4.11: Statistical Support for Hypotheses 
Hyp Description Support 
1A DDR provisions alone will increase the likelihood of conflict renewal Mixed Support 
1B 
The combination of DDR and peacekeeper provisions decreases the likelihood of 
conflict renewal more than DDR alone 
Supported 
1C 
The combination of DDR and military integration provisions decreases the 
likelihood of conflict renewal more than DDR alone 
Supported 
2A Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement failure Strong Support 
2B 
Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement failure following 
government capture conflict more than it reduces the hazard following secessions 
Limited / Mixed 
Support 
3 
Military integration provisions have a lower relative risk of peace agreement 
failure than peacekeeping provisions 
Supported 
4A 
Provisions which create new national militaries should have a lower relative risk of 
peace agreement failure than DDR 
Unable to determine 
4B 
Provisions which create new national militaries should have a lower relative risk of 
peace agreement failure than military integration 
Unable to determine 
Note: Hypotheses 4a and 4b could not be compared statistically due to the limited number of cases involving these provisions. 
 I performed several robustness checks in an attempt to validate my original statistical 
results. First, I added variables describing rebel power to account for power imbalances driving 
different levels of power-sharing. Next, I performed fragility tests by removing the cases with the 
most entries in the data to show that no country had an overwhelming effect on the results. Then, 
I removed those cases that resulted in military victories to ensure they also did not have a 
disproportionate effect on the data. Finally, I attempted to apply previous methodologies to my 
data using logistic estimations and a 5-year failure cutoff. None of these robustness checks had a 
significant effect on my analysis. For the majority of the variables and models, the main change 
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was the statistical significance. Changes in magnitude and significance are expected due to the 
number of cases in my data, especially when the conflict types are disaggregated. 
 I was unable to test my hypotheses concerning provisions calling for new national 
militaries. These should be addressed in a limited fashion in the next chapter, which deals with 
my case study comparisons. I compare military integration following conflict between two cases 
that did not have a peacekeeping force providing security (Colombia and Uganda) in addition to 
comparing military integration following two conflicts that did involve peacekeepers (Liberia 
and Sierra Leone). Additionally, I am able to compare within case which will allow an analysis 
of the two hypotheses on new national militaries.  
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CHAPTER 5: MILITARY INTEGRATION WITHOUT PEACEKEEPERS 
By cultivating toleration, developing pluralism, improving civil-military relations, 
and fostering innovative Pan-African solutions, African nations can make positive 
and constructive moves to reduce and resolve conflicts. 
- Ali Mazrui  
 This chapter and Chapter 6 each compare two cases based on the absence (Chapter 5) or 
presence (Chapter 6) of peacekeepers. All four cases were conflicts in which the rebels attempted 
to capture control of the government. The cases in both chapters were chosen to compare a case 
that had military integration to one that did not. This resulted in a two-by-two comparison (see 
Table 5.1) of Colombia with Uganda (no peacekeepers) and Liberia with Sierra Leone 
(peacekeepers). These cases also provide within case comparisons due to multiple peace 
agreements with varying provisions resulting in different peace durations. Additionally, the four 
cases’ control variables (per capita GDP, battle deaths, etc.) have similar values (see Chapter 3 
for an in-depth discussion. 
Table 5.1: Military Integration vs. PKO 
 DDR DDR & Military Integration 
No PKO Present Colombia Uganda 
PKO Present Liberia Sierra Leone 
 As I mentioned in Chapter 3, the case comparisons are designed to highlight the causal 
processes of credible commitment, security fears, ability to sanction, and third party 
complications. Does the security mechanism – or something else – generate the credible 
commitment necessary to implement the peace agreement while also relieving the disarming 
group’s security fears? Will the security mechanism still provide the disarming group with the 
ability to sanction and avoid complications associated with third party interventions? I try to 
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answer these questions by focusing my case discussions on five areas: the group, the 
government, the peace agreement, top-down characteristics, and bottom-up characteristics. 
 Why does the group begin fighting in the first place and what drives them to lay down 
their arms and sue for peace? The idea of survival is woven throughout the phases of conflict. 
Survival is a basic need for everyone. While most people are not concerned for their own 
survival on a regular basis, those that are involved in a conflict area have their survival 
threatened regularly. This is also true following a conflict in which one side becomes 
significantly weaker than the other, such as when that group disarms as part of a negotiated 
settlement. When a group decides to give up their arms – their primary means of ensuring their 
survival – any subsequently perceived threat will likely result in a resumption of armed conflict 
to, at a minimum, defend themselves, but more likely as a preemptive strike against their 
opponents.  
 Survival provides a stepping off point to begin the discussion about the four causal 
processes and the five focus areas that I mentioned previously. I expect physical security is a 
primary concern for most members of the rebel group, followed closely by economic security. 
The desire for physical security underpins both the security dilemma and the credible 
commitment. While forcing the rebels to disarm and demobilize increases the government’s 
security, it reduces that of the rebel group and their supporters. They must trust that the 
government will implement the agreement as it was signed. Their concern for their own physical 
security makes the disarmed group suspect of the commitment by their former adversary to the 
peace agreement. 
 The government – and international community, in some cases – is responsible for 
providing economic opportunities to disarmed fighters. This begins with the reintegration phase 
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of the DDR program and requires substantial funding from the government and third parties 
through a top-down mechanism. Are there employment opportunities that ex-combatants can use 
to effectively support themselves and their families? The lack of economic security may directly 
impact the members’ view of their physical security. In this case, they may not fear for their lives 
from others, but they now fear malnutrition and disease, which can generate an existential threat 
to the member. The post-conflict environment created by the government and possibly aided by 
top down forces must satisfy individual economic demands or risk those former fighters 
returning to violence to make up for the difference (Spear 2006). 
 In addition to economic viability, the post-conflict environment created by the 
government and the peace agreement must also address the political environment. Front-line 
fighters are mostly unconcerned with political integration except as it pertains to political 
participation. As a group, members will not be integrated into the government, but they may be 
allowed to legally form a political party and participate, such as with the CNDD and Palipehutu-
FNL in Burundi, the RUF in Sierra Leone, and the EPL in Colombia (Harbom et al. 2006, 
Högbladh 2012).  
 Rebel elites, however, benefit from such positions as the prime minister, vice president, 
or other prominent cabinet roles following political power-sharing when they integrate into the 
government. On the contrary, political elites may try to maintain their grip on power and tend to 
reduce the political space for any competition or opposition groups’ action. As Kiyaga-Nsubuga 
(1999) suggests, “If those in power could be reasonably confident that their fortunes would not 
be drastically affected after they left office, it would be possible for them to effect peaceful 
regime changes and to focus all energies on developmental issues”. A final variable applying 
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pressure is the bottom-up influence by society that may expand or shrink the political operating 
space of reintegrated rebels. 
 In general, elites are primarily motivated by political survival since their positions grant 
them a level of physical and economic survival. Losing their political standing could jeopardize 
their economic and/or physical well-being which makes them highly motivated to ensure the 
political environment benefits their survival. The same holds true for political elites from the 
government side. Elites from both sides of the conflict will use their power and influence to 
expand and maintain their support base through corrupt practices like patronage, bribery, and 
nepotism. At times, this may reinforce the cleavages between the two groups. Another option for 
elite survival is through more illicit means such as illegally harvesting diamonds or timber and 
selling it, utilizing their positions of power to set up illegal forms of income for themselves and 
their supporters (Spear 2006). What happens if the elites begin to lose their political survival, 
eventually threatening their economic and physical survival? Are they able to mobilize their 
means of violence to sanction their opponent or at least coerce a change in behavior by 
threatening more violence? 
 The role of elites (Snyder 2000, Bhavnani et al. 2009, Valentino 2014) and local leaders 
(Koter 2013) play a large part in the mobilization and sustainment of political violence, 
especially if it is ethnic violence (see Seymour & Cunningham 2016). The challenge for the 
elites is maintaining and expanding their influence over the members in the post-conflict peace 
environment. Is there a point in the subsequent peace in which elites lose the ability to mobilize 
their followers and their ability to sanction? When is that and how does the government and the 
political elites react? The government may choose to be inclusive to both the elites (through 
political integration) and their followers (through military integration) initially, but then focus on 
104 
 
appeasing the main performer of potential violence – the members of the disaffected group – 
while excluding and threatening the former rebel leaders. 
 This chapter looks deeper into several cases from the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset 
(Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) focusing on two cases that did not involve peacekeeping 
forces: Colombia and Uganda. As previously mentioned, peacekeepers provide an alternate 
avenue of security to the disarming forces.
58
 However, neither Colombia nor Uganda had a 
peacekeeping operation supporting their peace agreements. I can compare and contrast how 
integrating rebel fighters into the national military, which occurred in Uganda, should provide a 
more durable peace than the Colombian situation in which there was no integration. 
Additionally, these cases were chosen because they had multiple peace agreements within the 
country, which permits an in-case comparison (see Goertz 2016). 
Colombia 
 Based on my unique dataset, Colombia was one of the few civil conflicts that entailed 
only a DDR provision (of all the military integration provisions) in its peace agreement, did not 
have a peacekeeping force to help facilitate the peace process (see Table 5.2), and was fought for 
control of the state. As I discussed in the previous chapter, civil conflicts with a goal of secession 
can be resolved by granting some level of autonomy and self-defense or self-policing which 
provides the security mechanism under study. Therefore, secessionist cases were excluded from 
the case study selection. In addition to meeting the three primary criteria, the Colombia case also 
included both ongoing insurgencies and those ended by negotiations; a failed agreement and a 
successful one; and similar agreement provisions in both Colombian cases. 
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 The next chapter looks at two cases – Liberia and Sierra Leone – that did involve peacekeepers. 
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Table 5.2: Case Study Comparison 
Country – Rebels 
Peace Agreement (PA) Date 
Conflict Start Conflict End 
PA 
Duration 
(months) 
PA 
Fail 
Dyad 
PAs 
PKO 
Military 
Integration 
PKO & Mil 
Integration 
Colombia - EPL 
2/15/1991 
12/31/1964 12/31/2011 250.65 N 1 N N N 
Colombia – FARC 
1/20/2002 
12/31/1964 12/31/2011 1.05 Y 3 N N N 
Note: Conflict start and end dates taken from the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). Per 
Capita GDP Capacity and Polity Capacity taken from the highest value in the time period beginning 5 years before the conflict start date and 
ending at the peace agreement date. Average Annual Battle Deaths is the average number of battle deaths per year divided by 100.  
 In line with my hypotheses, I expect the Colombian case to illustrate the increased risk of 
agreement failure and conflict renewal given the lone security provision of DDR. DDR alone 
should increase security fear by disarming groups and make the credible commitment harder to 
achieve because it reduces the ability of the rebels to sanction the government. There shouldn’t 
be any third party challenges or complications in this case. The Colombian case should also 
serve as a baseline to show the increased peace duration of DDR coupled with military 
integration (the next case) over that of only DDR. Serving as the baseline for my argument, the 
Colombian case by itself should not provide support or contradict the majority of my hypotheses.  
 To answer the question of peace as it pertains to the conflicts in Colombia, this case study 
is broken down into several segments. It begins with the historical background to the conflict 
then looks at the focus areas mentioned previously. I compare and contrast the group and the 
government with respect to the causal processes. Next, I analyze the peace agreements, focusing 
on their impact on the causal processes. The last two segments look at the bottom-up and top-
down conditions before summarizing the case and how it reinforces or weakens the causal logic 
behind my hypotheses. 
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Conflict Background 
 The history of Colombia is defined by internal conflict and violence. Beginning with the 
civil war between different juntas in 1811, shortly after it declared independence from Spain in 
1810 (see LaRosa & Mejia 2012), Colombia has institutionalized political violence. Simon 
Bolivar’s victory in 1815 resulted in his defense against Spanish forces seeking to consolidate 
power (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). Spanish forces violently persecuted the population until Simon 
Bolivar and the liberation army’s victory in 1826. This instance of state repression and violence, 
like many others, spawned multiple guerrilla resistance groups that found violence was the only 
way the population could defend themselves against a superior conventional force.  
 Even after the Spanish were defeated, peace for Bolivar and Colombia would not come 
easily. Internal conflict erupted between followers of Bolivar and those of his vice president, 
Francisco de Paula Santander, eventually leading to the separation of Venezuela and Ecuador 
from New Granada (which, in turn, changes its name to the United States of Colombia in 1863) 
(LaRosa & Mejia 2012). The history of political violence and guerilla tactics learned while 
fighting the Spanish made it easier for both sides to resort to violent conflict in order to promote 
their political ideals and try to take control of the state. 
 The internal conflict between Bolivar and Santander shaped the Colombian political 
system as well as each party’s goals. Colombian politicians have historically viewed single-party 
control as the “most efficacious manner of operating government” and this monopoly was 
typically enforced through violence (LaRosa & Mejia 2012:49). The violence only served to 
enhance grievances between members of the party in power and those out of power, perpetuating 
the vicious cycle as the roles reversed from time to time.  
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 The reliance on violence to further political agendas also led to the development of 
political institutions based on patronage politics. Coatsworth (2003) argues that the growth of 
political institutions in Colombia promoted the development of political parties as a substitute for 
government. Political violence continued to plague the young nation in the mid-nineteenth 
century as the party in power made constitutional changes in 1853 and 1858, provoking another 
civil war. While this resulted in a new constitution in 1863, it did not reform the political system 
enough. The pattern of violence repeated itself in 1895 and 1899-1902 (The War of a Thousand 
Days) and resulted in a new constitution in 1910. Unfortunately, “political party violence 
remained one of the basic characteristics of the Colombian political model” through most of the 
twentieth century (LaRosa & Mejia 2012:49). During the War of a Thousand Days, Liberals 
were defeated and responded with guerrilla tactics, creating a small warrior class among the poor 
(Ruiz 2001).  
 Guerrilla warfare prevailed through La Violencia (1948-1958), the bloody civil war 
between the Liberal and Conservative parties. Comprised primarily of the working class, 
Liberals felt marginalized by the death of their spokesman, Jorge Eliecer Gaitan, in 1948 and 
chose not to run a candidate in the 1950 election (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). Instead, they turned to 
violence as the only way to effectively participate in the political process. The violence 
eventually led to an agreement between Liberal and Conservative elites in which a new party, the 
National Front, was created in 1958 (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). This agreement resulted in a 
significant reduction of political violence into the 1970s by alternating control of the Presidency 
and establishing parity among the other offices. 
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The Group and the Government 
 This section describes how the various armed rebel groups and the government 
contributed or impeded the peace following civil conflict. For example, did the government 
create space for the inclusion of disarmed groups in the political arena and did the groups have 
the expertise or ability to operate in that space? What did either of these two participants do to 
affect the credible commitment, security fears, and the ability to sanction? 
 While The National Front agreement reduced political violence between the two major 
parties, it excluded anyone not aligned with either the Liberals or Conservatives. The 
government left no operating space for those not aligned with the National Front. The 
disenfranchised citizens were not allowed to participate politically and were only able to affect 
the political process through violence, becoming left-wing guerrilla fighters, drug traffickers, and 
right-wing paramilitary members. In effect, those citizens’ ability to sanction the single party 
government was restricted to violence. The lack of political inclusion served as a primary 
grievance leading to the creation of multiple guerrilla organizations.  
 In addition to the participation grievance, many groups also focused on the economic 
disparity in Colombia. The Revolutionary Armed Forces of Columbia (FARC) began in 1964 as 
a rural-based agrarian movement against the large landowners and gross economic disparity. 
Disaffected university students founded the National Liberation Army (ELN) in the early 1960s 
by modelling it after Castro’s example of revolution (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). The Popular 
Liberation Army (EPL) was born in 1967 by a faction of the Colombian Communist Party – 
Marxist Leninist (PCC-ML) which later led to the formation of the Worker’s Revolutionary 
Party of Colombia (PRT) when it split from the EPL and PCC-ML in 1982 and focused its 
energy on the Atlantic coast region (Rampf & Chavarro 2014b). Diverging from the international 
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ideology of a long-term armed rural struggle, factions of the FARC and the National Popular 
Alliance (ANAPO) merged in 1973 to form the M-19 (April 19
th
) group as a national urban 
movement following the 1970 election fraud scandal (Ruiz 2001, Rampf & Chavarro 2014b).  
 As a result of the state’s inability to provide security against FARC attacks, wealthy 
landowners and ranchers funded various paramilitary groups to combat the guerrillas (Hudson 
2010). This was a direct reaction to those wealthy citizens’ fear for their own physical and 
economic security. Due to the government’s inability to provide security to its citizens, the 
Colombian government made it legal set up paramilitary death squads in the 1960s to assist the 
military against the guerrilla threat (Ruiz 2001). The paramilitaries were primarily motivated by 
greed and revenge against the left-wing guerrillas. Table 5.3 summarizes the major armed groups 
in Colombia with their year of origin and political goals. 
Table 5.3: Major Colombian Armed Groups 
Group Start Location Goal / Motivation 
ELN 1964 Rural University students attempting Castro-like revolution 
FARC 1964 Rural  Agrarian movement against wealth disparity 
EPL 1967 Rural  Communist takeover 
M-19 1973 Urban Response to fraudulent 1970 election 
ADO 1978 Urban  Attacked businesses and government officials 
PRT 1982 Atlantic Coast Communist takeover 
MAQL 1985 Cauca Improve Indigenous Rights 
CRS 1991 Rural Socialist movement (ELN faction) 
AUC 1997 Everywhere Destroy Leftist rebel groups (death squads legalized in 1965) 
 Additionally, the 1970s saw the emergence of the drug cartels and their hired militias. 
Guerrillas competed with drug traffickers and wealthy landowners for the manpower of the rural 
poor as well as for space to operate. The left-wing guerrillas shift of tactics to kidnappings and 
extortion spawned the spread of right-wing paramilitaries. These death squads and self-defense 
forces sprang up around any group with power and money. For example, narco-traffickers 
funded the Death to Kidnappers (MAS) death squad in 1981 to provide security to drug 
traffickers against the guerrillas (Ruiz 2001). Violence seemed to permeate all aspects of 
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Colombia as left-wing rebel groups and paramilitaries resorted to terror attacks and the 
government was unable to protect its people or control the paramilitaries.  
 The rebel groups’ terror tactics directed at the citizens – and subsequent reaction by the 
paramilitaries – negatively affected the population’s support of those groups. In fact, the 
government officially outlawed the death squads in 1989 due to their lack of restraint and brutal 
tactics. However, they continued fighting as criminal bands and likely coordinated with the 
military for another several years (Ruiz 2001, LaRosa & Mejia 2012). The government was 
unable to provide security and rule of law across all territory within its borders, promoting 
security fears for fighters as well as the population and limiting the credibility of their 
commitment to peace if it involved the government providing security to disarmed fighters. 
 The National Front modified the electoral rules in the 1986 constitution in response to a 
lack of voting, allowing other actors (i.e., paramilitaries and drug traffickers) into the political 
space (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). In addition to further bolstering the effects of political violence, 
this led the National Front to lose control over the electoral process. Violence increased as the 
established political elites attempted to keep their political power by allying with paramilitary 
groups to ensure the new rules didn’t result in new electoral outcomes at the local level (Rampf 
& Chavarro 2014a).  
 Regardless of what the government elites did publically and politically, they did whatever 
was necessary to keep the status quo in place and maintain their influence and power, even if that 
meant a destructive alliance between politicians of the far right, military officers, and narcotic 
traffickers (Strategic Survey 1991). As quickly as the environment changed, the established elites 
responded and expended great amounts of effort to return it to the political status quo. Rampf 
and Chavarro (2014a; 2014b) suggest that the agreement of the ANC delegates to give up their 
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ability to compete in the 1991 elections negated their political momentum and allowed the 
experienced political elites to hold onto power, rendering the new constitution impotent over the 
long run. 
 The societal pressure was enough for the government to sue for peace and amnesty with 
the rebels and paramilitaries, but it was not enough to guarantee demobilized fighters’ safety and 
security. The Colombian case – both the FARC transition to the UP and the government’s 
agreements with the EPL, M-19, and others to grant them political access without an actual 
physical security mechanism in place for everyone – demonstrates the challenges of DDR 
without other security mechanisms. The FARC returned to conflict. While the EPL, M-19, and 
AUC did not continue fighting under the same organization and name, many of their 
demobilized fighters found other groups willing and able to facilitate their return to political 
violence methods. 
 According to the NGOs born out of this demobilization process (such as the PRT-
founded Corporation for Peace and Community Development – CORPADEC), there was a 
serious failure to guarantee security which permitted armed groups to rule local areas (Rampf 
2015). Reacting to permanent death threats and countless assassinations, many former insurgents 
left politics or fled Colombia (Bouvier 2004, Rampf & Chavarro 2014b).
59
 There was no 
guarantee of safety – not from the government, not from society, and not from a now disarmed 
and demobilized rebel group. As part of a United States Institute of Peace delegation to 
Colombia, Bouvier (2004) believes that addressing security concerns continues to be the key to 
creating conditions for the guerrillas to demobilize. 
 The 1980s saw the government of Colombia attempt to find an answer to the increasing 
violence, switching between military repression under President Turbay and negotiations from 
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 This was the case for Bernardo Gutierrez, a former EPL commander and elected Senator of the ADM-19. 
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President Betancur. President Turbay’s acceptance of the military’s – and subsequently the 
paramilitary’s – violent tactics nearly led to the destruction of the ELN (Ruiz 2001). Near the 
end of his term, Turbay offered amnesty, but it had few takers due to the conditions he had 
attached (Ruiz 2001).  
 Around this same time in 1985, a new armed group – the Armed Movement Quintin 
Lame (MAQL) – entered the conflict, fighting for more rights and better protection of the 
250,000 indigenous people in the southern Colombian Cauca department (Sarrias & Planta 
2015). They had no aspirations of overturning the government or seceding, but were primarily 
focused on protecting the vulnerable citizens of their province as the guerrillas moved in to 
control this drug-trafficking area between Cali and Ecuador and the military and paramilitaries 
moved in to fight the guerrillas. Their protective objectives and the interactions between the 
group and the people resulted in favorable opinions by those citizens in Cauca. MAQL 
eventually joined the other guerrilla groups in the FARC-EP-dominated Simon Bolivar Guerrilla 
Coordination Board (CGSB) from 1987 until the early 1990s, allowing them to negotiate non-
aggression pacts between the FARC-EP and indigenous leaders (Sarrias & Planta 2015).  
 In the 1980’s, the government was able to create political space and generate enough 
credible commitment with several guerrilla groups – the most prominent was the FARC – that 
they signed peace agreements and attempted to engage politically. Unfortunately, the dirty war 
continued with paramilitary and narcotics-funded death squads battling guerrillas and the 
government for control of the land and its inhabitants. The prevalence of political violence 
(especially from political elites and paramilitary groups), the political success of the FARC’s UP 
party, and the lack of any security mechanism for disarming fighters was not a successful 
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combination.
60
 From 1986-1990, UP members were systematically targeted, averaging one UP 
member killed every 39 hours until there was no one left willing to claim UP membership (Ruiz 
2001).
61
 The FARC returned to violence because the government was unable to establish rule of 
law or create a secure environment. The government, however, was able to negotiate with many 
of the other smaller rebel groups. 
 In fact, the FARC continued to grow stronger and launched several major attacks in 1997 
and 1998. The weakening of the Colombian military and apparent growth of the FARC military 
capability led to the union of several large paramilitary death squads. In 1997, The United Self-
Defense Forces of Colombia (AUC) paramilitary self-defense force was formed under the 
leadership of Fidel and Carlos Castano by combining several paramilitary groups together as a 
response to guerrilla successes on the battlefield. They eventually grew to over 30,000 fighters 
by the end of the 1990s (LaRosa & Mejia 2012).
62
 Even though they were outlawed, many of the 
paramilitaries still coordinated with the army and police as they primarily attacked civilians in an 
effort to undermine the guerrillas’ social base (Strategic Survey 1997).  
 The government, unable to reach peace agreements with the few remaining armed groups 
(FARC, ELN, and AUC), began targeting the individual fighters. The Uribe administration’s 
2005 Law of Justice and Peace granted amnesty to both guerrillas and paramilitary fighters in 
return for voluntary demobilization (LaRosa & Mejia 2012).
63
 Aggressive Colombian 
administrations, the Law of Justice and Peace, and US financial assistance to the DDR process 
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 The FARC and the Colombian government signed the Uribe Agreements, which included a ceasefire, but not a 
formal DDR program. It also promised political, social, and economic reforms while promoting the creation of the 
UP political party and promising safety to those involved (http://peacemaker.un.org/colombia-acuerdouribe84 
2016). 
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 In 1988, UP lost at least 500 members to targeted assassinations, primarily from paramilitary death squads 
(Strategic Survey 1988). Approximately 3-5,000 UP members were killed between 1985-96 (Hudson 2010). 
62
 Hudson (2010) puts the date of formation in 1995. 
63
 Some felt the Law was too lenient towards the paramilitaries and several articles were declared unconstitutional 
by the Constitutional Court (Hudson 2010). 
114 
 
led the AUC to agree to peace. By 2006, they had demobilized over 31,000 fighters and ceased 
to function as a formal organization (Guaqueta 2009, CIA World Factbook 2015). Unfortunately, 
the continuing violence and insecurity led many demobilized AUC fighters to find new groups to 
join. By 2007, more than 3,000 demobilized AUC members joined some of the 22 newly formed 
paramilitary groups trying to fill the void left by the demobilization of the AUC (Hudson 2010). 
FARC and ELN – the two remaining guerrilla organizations – also lost thousands of fighters to 
desertion and voluntary demobilization during the same time span.  
 Combatants from both left- and right-wing groups took advantage of the DDR program 
and amnesty to try to return to civilian life. However, these programs were voluntary and 
targeted the individual fighters, not the entire organization. This left alternatives or back-ups to 
the DDR program. There was no over-arching security mechanism to prevent groups from 
continuing their violent tactics. Demobilizing fighters had several options following their 
disarmament as a result of the societal environment. Many continued on their politically 
inclusive path and joined AD M-19 or one of the other emerging political parties. Depending on 
their personal desires (grievance or greed), others joined the leftists guerrillas (ELN and FARC) 
or the paramilitaries and kept fighting.
64
 A third path of political participation was the creation or 
involvement in human rights-based NGOs.  
 Consequently, demobilized groups no longer had their organization to go back to. As 
they joined AD M-19 or other political parties, they relinquished their group identity and, in 
most cases, lost the connection to their constituencies. This was to reduce the internal conflict 
and focus on the AD M-19 national approach to politics (Rampf 2015, Rampf & Chavarro 
2014b). The result, however, was to eliminate any chance at a subsequent movement when the 
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 Greed was common. For example, the ELN obtained close to $30M from kidnapping and extortion in 1991 alone 
(Strategic Survey 1992). 
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AD M-19 political party became ineffective and eventually dissolved following the 1998 
elections (Guaqueta 2009). This made returning to violence by joining another group more 
likely. While they did not return to fighting as members of the PRT, EPL, CRS, or MAQL, many 
of the demobilized guerrillas either joined the paramilitaries or the remaining guerrilla groups 
(ELN and FARC) and others found their way to criminal groups or narco-traffickers (Hudson 
2010). 
 In summary, the government’s inability to control paramilitaries or provide security to 
their people led to the spread of violence and security fears across the country. Additionally, the 
lack of government-produced security should have also reduced their credible commitment to 
any peace agreement in which they were the sole providers of security for disarming fighters. 
The presence of alternative violent groups, and lack of a nationwide security mechanism, 
provided voluntarily disarmed fighters a low-cost and simple option to return to violence if 
reintegration didn’t work. The rebel and paramilitary groups’ interactions with the population 
determined local support for their cause and eased their eventual reintegration back into society. 
The government promised amnesty for these crimes and publically created political space for 
disarmed fighters to participate, but privately used violence to maintain the political status quo. 
Peace Agreements: DDR and No Military Integration 
 Political inclusion of guerrilla groups, coupled with offers of amnesty, resulted in some 
success. That success came in the form of peace agreements with specific armed groups. It also 
manifested through new laws and political promises of amnesty and reintegration aimed at 
removing individual combatants from the fight. 
 Responding to the violence in the 1980s, President Betancur kept a hard line against the 
drug traffickers while he created a peace commission to present the guerrillas with offers of 
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amnesty (without all of the conditions imposed by Turbay) and peace negotiations.
65
 This was 
the beginning of multiple peace agreements, numerous ceasefires, and nearly continuous 
negotiations between the government and the guerrilla groups. In the first two months, nearly 
400 guerrillas accept the Betancur’s terms and laid down their arms in exchange for amnesty 
(Ruiz 2001).  
 The government of Colombia signed peace agreements with five major guerrilla 
organizations. These agreements include the 1984 peace agreements
66
 with the FARC, EPL, and 
M-19 groups (Ruiz 2001); the 1988 MAQL ceasefire agreement with the Barco government, 
which failed (Sarrias & Planta 2015); and further FARC negotiations in 1990-91 (Chernick 
2005). Through the 1990s and 2000s, the government continued courting both the FARC and the 
AUC (and to a limited extent the ELN
67
) in an attempt to reduce the violence.
68
 
 From 1989-1994, the government of Colombia agreed to peace and the reintegration of 
approximately 5000 fighters from five of the seven guerrilla organizations (EPL, M-19, MAQL, 
PRT, and CRS), leaving the FARC and ELN to continue fighting the government and the 
paramilitary groups (Guaqueta 2009, Hudson 2010). These reintegrated fighters became a 
relevant political force, providing policy-making advice and public debate through think tanks, 
NGOs, journalism, public sector jobs, and sustained political engagement as well as serving in 
various political parties like Polo Democratico (PD) and AD-M19. None of these agreements, 
however, contained provisions on the physical security of former combatants, potentially 
increasing security fears among disarmed fighters. 
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 President Bentancur signed a truce with the major guerrilla groups, offered them amnesty and pardons, and 
included their members in committees dedicated to examining the political, economic, and social reforms needed 
to eliminate the deeper causes of revolutionary violence (Strategic Survey 1985). 
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 Chernick (1988) provides a good summary of the negotiations and outcomes for these agreements. 
67
 There were unsuccessful talks between the government and ELN in 1999 (Hudson 2010). 
68
 A negotiated solution as a platform for political action was already used by all guerrilla groups except the ELN, 
who believed in the “victory or death” mentality (Patiño & Grabe 2014). 
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 The government made judicial, social, and political guarantees to return the guerrillas to 
democratic life. As a result, the FARC signed a 1-year ceasefire in 1984 (which they later 
extended), created a political party (the Patriotic Union, UP), joined the political mainstream 
(Ruiz 2001), and did well in the 1986 elections (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). Later that year the EPL, 
M-19, Worker’s Self Defense (ADO), and some factions of the ELN also came to terms with the 
government for a promise of peace and political inclusion (Rampf & Chavarro 2014a). Neither 
the government nor the peace agreement addressed the proclivity for political violence in 
Colombia. 
 The government’s security program focused on the publicly visible leaders of the CRS, 
EPL, M-19, MAQL, and PRT, isolating the lower-ranking members and constituencies to be 
stigmatized as either a supporter of guerrillas (by the army and paramilitary) or as traitors of the 
revolution (by the ELN and FARC) (Rampf 2015). They were subsequently “repressed by 
military and paramilitary attacks (as well as retribution from former guerrilla comrades) that 
decapitated the party leadership, killed thousands of party members and candidates, and sent 
thousands more into exile” (Bouvier 2004:14). What this did was provide security to the rebel 
elites in exchange for their support of the peace agreement while allowing their primary 
bargaining chip – followers who could be mobilized to violence – to be systematically killed, 
arrested, or forced to flee. 
 While the negotiations with FARC, M-19, and the other groups in the mid-1980s 
included some promises of political reform and an expansion of the democratic space, there was 
never a mention of military or paramilitary reform. The continuation of autonomy for the 
military and paramilitary groups helped them perpetuate the dirty war (Chernick 1988) and 
prompted M-19 to return to fighting a year later. It wasn’t until the end of 1989 that M-19 finally 
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signed a peace agreement with the Barco administration, forming the Alianza Democratica M-19 
(AD M-19) political party in the process, joined later by former EPL and PRT members 
(Guaqueta 2009:12). Again, however, there were no serious security guarantees for the 
disarming rebel fighters. 
 What did the subsequent peace look like? According to EPL’s 1991 agreement, the group 
was given two delegates in the National Constituent Assembly (ANC) to help draft what would 
eventually be the 1991 constitution. This modest political power-sharing did not last, however, as 
the quota did not extend past the parliamentary elections later that year (Ottmann & Vüllers 
2014). The agreement did not grant political space to the disarmed groups. It only gave them the 
possibility of space dependent on their political aptitude, which was not near that of the 
established government elites who focused their energy on maintaining or returning to the status 
quo in which they had the power. 
 The EPL also went through a disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration (DDR) 
program, agreeing to several programs for civilian reintegration. Generally, the EPL’s agreement 
was similar to that of the M-19 the previous year: a DDR program; legal, political, 
organizational, and economic inclusion to participate in the political arena; and some protection 
or security for the demobilized individual (Patiño & Grabe 2014). According to Rampf, the 
PRT’s negotiations focused on political participation, but also included issues related to the DDR 
process, security guarantees, general amnesty, and specific measures to promote human rights 
and regional development along the Caribbean coast (2015).  
 The immediate success of M-19 – creating a political party and winning two seats in the 
House of Representatives merely two days after demobilizing (Rampf 2015) – made it easier for 
the other groups (EPL, PRT, and MAQL) to come to terms with the government. The PRT and 
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EPL joined M-19 in their AD M-19 political party while MAQL joined with other indigenous 
groups to form the Indigenous Social Alliance (ASI) (Sarrias & Planta 2015). They all received a 
limited number of seats on the National Constituent Assembly (ANC) in order to ensure political 
inclusiveness in the future. They thought that having seats on the constitutional assembly and 
some success at the polls would equate to security and an ability to sanction (politically) even 
though there was no actual security mechanism enacted. They were wrong. 
Bottom-Up and Top-Down Conditions 
 The success of these former rebel groups turned political parties – FARC’s EP, AD M-19 
(EPL, PRT, and M-19), and the Indigenous Social Alliance – demonstrated the bottom up 
support from society for their reintegration. Society has been able to pressure the government in 
recent times. In the early 1980s, voters took two paths in response to the corruption and 
clientelism of National Front control: political violence or extreme voter apathy. Both paths 
reflected the people’s de-legitimization of the National Front agreement and their growing 
discontent with political elites (Rampf & Chavarro 2014a). This resulted in changes to the 
political rules and an expansion of political inclusion. 
 While the National Front decentralized administrative powers in 1985-86 and modified 
electoral rules in 1986, it wasn’t until the early 1990s and the new constitution of 1991 that the 
environment was ripe for peace.
69
 As a result of societal pressures for equality, the new 
constitution recast society, guaranteeing civil rights to all (LaRosa & Mejia 2012). The 
Colombian people were willing to permit guerrillas back into society, but not the paramilitaries 
due to their treatment of the population. In the late 1990’s and early 2000’s, Colombian citizens 
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 The 1991 constitution facilitated the creation and operation of new political parties and movements, reduced 
barriers to participation, and granted citizens new rights to engage more actively. However, it did not alter the 
electoral system, which resulted in its eventual ineffectiveness to change the political status quo (Hudson 2010). 
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supported the goal of negotiated peace agreements over that of military victory as demonstrated 
by the political defeat in 1998 of hardliner and former army chief Harold Bedoya by politicians 
advocating negotiated settlements (Strategic Survey 1998). This prompted continued attempts at 
negotiation with the FARC and ELN. 
 The demobilizing guerrilla groups (e.g., M-19, EPL, and PRT) were buoyed by the 
national push to end violence. It was the public, not the political elites, who pressured the 
government to put the Constituent Assembly on the ballot in 1990 and voted overwhelmingly (by 
a five to one margin, albeit with 44% voter turnout) to pass it. Coupled with the negotiations of 
the Betancur and Barco administrations, the push for constitutional reform solidified society’s 
acceptance of peace with the guerrillas. This national atmosphere, combined with the lack of 
progress achieved through violence, created the space for M-19 to negotiate with the 
government. They trusted that political participation would be safer and more productive to 
reaching their objectives because the people wanted peace and political equality. They soon 
found that political success does not equate to physical security. 
 The ANC was a product of multiple reformist groups within Colombian civil society in 
conjunction with traditional political parties seeking a modernization and re-legitimation of the 
political settlement (Rampf & Chavarro 2014a). This widespread pressure and political 
momentum disappeared with the unsuccessful politics of AD M-19 and the continuation of 
political violence. While society accepted the demobilized guerrilla in the early 1990s and 
believed in their goal of peace, their perception changed as the violence continued.  
 The Constitution of 1991 increased the inclusiveness of the political process. “By 
opening decision-making through a range of new participatory mechanisms and by reforming 
traditional tools such as electoral and party regulations, it granted access to national and local 
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governance structures across the whole spectrum of Colombian society” (Rampf & Chavarro 
2014a:14).
70
 By granting fundamental rights to all citizens, the constitution calls on the state to 
protect the political liberties and participation of all the people. 
 Through the intensification of the conflict in the 1990s, the majority of Colombians 
developed reservations about the FARC, ELN, and AUC, making any potential peace and 
reintegration more difficult (Guaqueta 2009, Rampf & Chavarro 2014a, Ruiz 2001). The bottom-
up societal reservations prevent the groups from gaining the support necessary to compete on the 
political stage, should the situation ever resolve. The Colombian people were tiring of the 
continued conflict – nearly 40 people were killed every week from the conflict – and ushered in a 
rightwing, pro-military, anti-guerrilla Uribe with a nearly 60% approval rating in the 2002 
elections.
71
 The FARC has little incentive to negotiate as they have no following that would 
secure them a piece of the political action.
72
  
 Demobilized fighters also helped to continue to mobilize the population by creating new 
NGOs or joining existing organizations focused on human rights. The PRT’s CORPADEC NGO 
focused on regional issues and social development projects as well as the reintegration of its 
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 Special electoral districts were created to ensure the indigenous community was represented in Congress 
(Strategic Survey 1995). This prompted increased national and local level participation primarily by three groups: 
the Indigenous Minorities of Colombia (Aico), the ASI, and the Colombian Indigenous Movement (MIC) (Hudson 
2010). 
71
 The lack of progress on the part of the FARC following the Pastrana administration’s 1998 consent to a 
demilitarized zone in exchange for FARC’s participation in the peace process; the arrest of Provisional IRA 
members in Bogota after spending five weeks providing bomb-making training, signifying a move to the urban 
environment; the kidnapping and murder of a popular Colombian minister; the hijacking of a commercial plane 
and resulting kidnapping of a senior Senator; and the kidnapping of a presidential candidate are only a few 
examples of actions that degraded any amount of popular support base for the guerrillas (Strategic Survey 2002). 
Millions of people in massive protests demanded negotiations with the FARC after they killed 11 of 12 kidnapped 
Cauca assemblymen during the summer of 2007 (Hudson 2010). Several years later (December 2011), tens of 
thousands of Colombians protested after guerrillas killed four hostages (Strategic Survey 2012). 
72 According to a February 2002 poll, even though the AUC are involved in drug cultivation, because they also 
protect the population from rebel coercion, they enjoy 13% popular support, versus 3% for the FARC (Strategic 
Survey 2002). A January 2004 Gallup poll reported that an overwhelming 93% of the population disapproved of the 
FARC and 82% disapproved of the AUC (Strategic Survey 2004). 
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fighters (Rampf 2015). Former EPL combatants played active roles in disseminating human 
rights norms through think tank and NGO work (Guaqueta 2009). Society permitted 
demobilizing rebels to contribute, both in political parties as well as NGOs. This bottom-up 
support made reintegration easier and contributed to the enduring peace in those regions. 
 Because the main grievances in Colombia stemmed from political ideologies, the societal 
push for peace and equality made the political inclusion of rebels in the early 1990s seem to be a 
safe bet for the rebels. They felt that the new environment would provide some guarantee of their 
physical safety. To most, it appeared that things had indeed changed. And they may have, but it 
was not quite enough to overcome the corruption in the government fighting to maintain the 
status quo. Table 5.4 summarizes if, when, and how (mechanisms) the major armed groups in 
Colombia stopped fighting. 
Table 5.4: Colombian Groups Cessation of Violence 
Group Agreements 
End of 
Fighting 
Mechanisms 
ELN None Ongoing Amnesty offers & military defeats took significant numbers of groups 
FARC 
1984 ceasefire; 1999, 2001, 
2002 process 
Ongoing Political inclusion (created UP party) 
EPL 1984 ceasefire; 1991 peace 1991 Political inclusion (joined AD M-19); ANC delegates 
M-19 1984 ceasefire; 1989 peace 1989 
Political inclusion (created AD M-19 party); House of Rep members; 
ANC delegates 
ADO 1984 ceasefire 1984 Leaders arrested; amnesty 
PRT 1991 peace 1991 Political inclusion (joined AD M-19) 
MAQL 1988 ceasefire; 1991 peace 1991 Political inclusion (joined ASI) 
CRS 1991 peace 1991 Political inclusion 
AUC Outlawed in 1989; 2006 peace 2006 Amnesty 
 Once the political momentum had died down, there was no security for the vast majority 
of demobilized fighters. Since most of the guerrillas had lost their organizational identity, 
support, and mechanisms to mobilize, they could not return to violence to change the status quo. 
Many had difficulty surviving the transition back into society due to a lack of support and 
security from the government and local communities. Disarmed and demobilized fighters were 
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frequently targeted by political violence or, as was the case for the EPL, other Marxist fighters 
that did not disarm and felt they were betrayed (web.stanford.edu 2016). 
 There was a limited amount of top-down pressure as well. Mainly originating from the 
United States, the focus was on degrading the drug trade. The US threatened to extradite various 
leaders associated with the paramilitaries and left-wing rebel groups for their role in trafficking 
drugs to America. Additionally, the US, backed by the $5.34B Plan Colombia aid package, set 
the standards for paramilitary demobilization, pushed for stiffer terms in the Justice and Peace 
Law, and encouraged the Colombian government to use extradition in order to keep the 
paramilitaries out of politics (Guaqueta 2009).
73
 This helped to coerce some of these groups to 
participate in peace negotiations and gave the Colombian government a stronger capacity to 
punish defectors of the agreement. It also attempted to address some of the root causes of the 
conflict by combining state presence in drug producing regions with social and environmental 
measures (Hudson 2010). 
 There has been, and likely will continue to be, no mechanism for the guerrillas to legally 
bear arms – such as integrating them into the national military or police – following the cessation 
of conflict. This is due to the high probability that peace will bring with it a downsizing of the 
national military (Patiño & Grabe 2014). According to the current peace process between the 
FARC and Colombian government, there is no provision concerning integrating FARC fighters 
into the Colombian national military or police (CIA World Factbook 2015). While there is no 
more fighting by these five guerrilla organizations, there is still widespread fighting throughout 
the country by the two remaining guerrilla groups, the now-illegal paramilitary bands, and the 
drug traffickers. The peace has not endured. 
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 In 2002, the US indicted AUC founder Castaño, and two of his commanders as well as three FARC leaders, 
including Jorge Briceño Suárez, the FARC’s second-in-command, on drug related charges (Strategic Survey 2003). 
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 Colombia is a case in which there were no security measures enacted – the vast majority 
of rebels were left on their own and there was no external security involvement (peacekeepers). 
The actors hoped to achieve a lasting peace through political participation and a thorough DDR 
program. Unfortunately, the DDR program was underfunded and the corrupt establishment 
would not allow political participation. The FARC, believing that their arms provide leverage to 
negotiate and security, had insisted that it would not disarm (Cernick 2009).
74
 The guerrillas that 
were focused regionally (PRT and MAQL) had a better experience with integration – not 
necessarily through politics – due to their continued interaction with the regional residents 
through NGOs and other improvement projects. This experience still included violent attacks 
from paramilitary groups and other guerrillas, but their relationship with the people made the 
reintegration phase much smoother.  
 The MAQL, especially, had a successful transition to peace. Like the PRT, they nurtured 
a strong community connection throughout the conflict and after as a result of development 
projects, improved political and military skills, increased education during the 6-month 
demobilization-phase cantonment, and the support of the Indigenous Regional Council of Cauca 
(CRIC) social movement (Sarrias & Planta 2015). The authority of the political leadership over 
the military focused on nonviolent expression when they were able, ensuring legitimacy of the 
people. However, this group had different goals (regional defense) than the other rebel groups 
who were focused on offensive actions against the government. 
 As of this writing, the government of Colombia has signed a peace agreement with the 
FARC.
75
 Initially, the people supported the movement for peace, but that changed as the details 
of the agreement came out. Colombian citizens voted against the peace agreement, forcing a 
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 Even when they signed the ceasefire and participated in the political process through the UP political party, the 
FARC never disarmed or demobilized in order to maintain some leverage over the establishment (Chernick 2009). 
75
 I discuss the peace agreement in more depth in Chapter 7. 
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renegotiation of the provisions. The new peace deal was not offered to the population for a vote; 
instead, it was sent to the Colombian Congress for approval, which it received. It still does not 
include a security mechanism, relying on political integration and amnesty to keep the peace. 
Summary 
 Colombia is a case in which political violence was a norm. The country saw a societal 
push for peace that resulted in several peace agreements between the government and various 
armed groups. The agreements that arose from the fighting did not include any overarching 
security mechanism to the disarmed combatants. They focused on disarming, demobilizing, and 
reintegrating these fighters in exchange for amnesty laws, political participation, and 
reintegration packages. The support from the people, however, was dependent on the groups’ 
tactics during the conflict, either easing or challenging the process of former combatants 
reintegrating into society. Throughout the conflict and the subsequent peace, the government has 
been unable to provide safety and security for its people. The presence of alternative avenues of 
political violence (e.g., criminal bands, other rebel groups, etc.) made the return to violence easy 
and highly probable. 
 In this section, I apply the analysis from the focus areas to the causal processes 
mentioned in Chapter 3. How did the group, government, or peace agreement affect the credible 
commitment problem? The Colombia case had very limited top-down conditions, but the 
bottom-up pressures helped bring rebel groups to the negotiation table, overcoming the credible 
commitment problem and possibly even security fears. There were no third party complications, 
but the ability to sanction and fear for security permeated the decades-long conflict. 
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Credible Commitment 
 Initially, rebel groups in Colombia had the support of the people and promises of amnesty 
and political inclusion from the government. This was enough for the rebels to agree to peace 
and disarm, believing that the government would implement their side of the agreement. The 
societal support was enough for governmental implementation, but the agreements made limited 
mention of security for the disarmed groups and what was mentioned was focused on the group 
elites. There was no peacekeeping force and no military integration for the tens of thousands that 
gave up their weapons. 
 There were two major conditions that should have influenced combatants’ decisions to 
agree to peace, either as a group or an individual. First, regardless of the population’s support for 
a peaceful reintegration of former fighters, Colombia’s political environment was fraught with 
violence. Political violence was the norm and the government was, and still seems to be, unable 
to prevent it. While this is a security fear, it also relates to the government’s commitment to 
peace and its ability to achieve it. Second, if societal pressure had any influence over the 
government’s decision to negotiate, the relationship between the armed group and society should 
be imperative to the ability to find peace.  
 In the case of the paramilitary AUC, their violent image and the perceptions of 
Colombian citizens regarding the personal profit motivation and severity of their crimes provided 
a significant barrier to their reintegration (Guaqueta 2009).
76
 It wasn’t until the government 
began pressuring the paramilitaries through Colombian military action that the AUC leader, 
Carlos Castaño called for a unilateral ceasefire to start on 1 December 2002 (Strategic Survey 
2003). Prior to the Colombia military pressure, the paramilitaries knew that they could not come 
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 In 2004, the AUC had between 10,000 and 15,000 armed members, were present in at least 25 of the 32 
Colombian departments, and controlled over 40% of the drug trade (Bouvier 2004) and 70% of the human rights 
violations (Hudson 2010).   
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to terms with a government backed by the citizens that they terrorized. It was the threat to their 
physical security that drove them to the negotiating table. The AUC benefited from the norms of 
peacemaking and reintegration, but suffered from their own violent behavior and, subsequently, 
the terms of the peace agreement. 
 The Colombian communities did not want to reconcile with the AUC fighters or welcome 
them into their communities. The waning support of the people towards the AUC reintegration 
also changed the processes used. Amnesty had been a tool of previous administrations, but was 
exchanged for leniency in facing justice during the AUC’s DDR process (Chernick 2009). 
Society’s view of the AUC didn’t change after the demobilization, either. Over the course of the 
next decade, between 4,000 and 10,000 former paramilitary members created criminal gangs and 
continued their violent methods of kidnapping, extortion, murder, and drug trafficking (Strategic 
Survey 2011).
77
 The selfish nature of the group wasn’t able to change and become a productive 
part of society. They were not fighting for political inclusiveness, but the contrary. They did not 
have a political party and the social environment – while favoring peace – at least partially 
blamed the violence on the paramilitaries.
78
 
 The US Plan Colombia is providing significant levels of aid to Colombia for both 
military and police improvements as well as developmental and crop replacement programs. 
While this may attack the roots of the insurgency, it does very little to bring the guerrillas to the 
table or keep them there. The US’s involvement in the peace process and its economic (and 
military) influence over Colombia increases the commitment of the Colombian government to a 
peace process once the rebels begin negotiating. If the US were to become more involved, 
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drug trafficking operations (Strategic Survey 2012). 
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 As a result, terror attacks, kidnappings, and homicides all decreased significantly. Additionally, desertions, 
arrests, extraditions, and demobilizations removed over 10,000 fighters from these illegal groups (Strategic Survey 
2004). 
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possibly as a guarantor, it would increase the credible commitment of the government even 
more. 
 Just as the lack of security detracts from the credible commitment of the government to 
ensure peace, the availability of alternative violent groups reduces the credible commitment of 
the disarming fighters to contribute to the peace. The groups that signed peace agreements with 
the Colombian government did not renew fighting as a group. Their individual combatants, 
however, had the option – which many took – of joining a different rebel group, paramilitary 
group, or criminal organization to continue to use violence as a means to improve their physical 
or economic security. If the reintegration didn’t work – due to a lack of funding, local societal 
support, or economic opportunities – former combatants had the ability to return to violence and 
threaten the durable peace of the nation.  
 The Colombian government has been negotiating with the FARC since November 2012 
(BBC.com 2015).
79
 They have had several hurdles to jump over before implementation can 
begin. The FARC’s unpopularity is the biggest hurdle to their agreement as the population voted 
against the peace deal due to some of the provisions, such as the specifics of the amnesty. 
According to a 2013 poll, most citizens support peace negotiations over continuing conflict, but 
oppose political participation and amnesty (Strategic Survey 2013). The 2016 plebiscite 
referendum reinforced the people’s lack of support for weak punishment and accountability 
provisions in the September agreement. Colombian citizens are also not comfortable with 
integrating the FARC into the military or police where their local knowledge would be useful.  
 The FARC does not have as many options now as they did in the 1980’s. There are fewer 
alternative violent groups that combatants can join if reintegration doesn’t work. The US and 
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 The two sides have agreed to provisions on transitional justice (amnesty), land reform, political participation, 
and ceasing illegal drug trafficking and have set a deadline of March 23, 2016 to sign the agreement that will be 
voted on in a national referendum (BBC.com 2015). 
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Colombian government are focused on reducing the drug trade, which directly impacts both the 
FARC and ELN income sources. There are still criminal gangs and drug cartels, but those will be 
pressured more as the FARC disarm and demobilize. The same is true of the ELN. They will see 
increased military and political pressure to end their struggle against the state. As more violent 
groups agree to peace and the government is able to reduce criminal and drug-related violence, 
the credible commitment of both parties to the agreement will increase. 
 If the government answers to the people with regards to peace agreements, these 
agreements will be hard to sign and implement for those groups that terrorized the population. As 
it stands, the government is unable to provide rule of law throughout its territory, with cartels, 
paramilitary groups, and criminal gangs using violence to sustain and grow their power and 
influence. If the government can’t provide security during the conflict or negotiations, why 
would it be able to provide security after the conflict has ended? This likely played a significant 
role in the FARC’s delay to sign an agreement. 
 On way for the government to increase security for the demobilizing group and increase 
its credible commitment is through military integration. If the government agrees to put some of 
the disarming rebel fighters into its military or police, provide them additional training, and arm 
them, it would show their commitment to the agreement. This is a costly action to the 
government due to the lack of popular support for such an idea.  
Security Fears 
 Violence is everywhere as a result of rebel groups attempting to transition to political 
participation. Criminal elements and cartels fight to fill the void left by the legitimizing rebels 
and the established political elites use dirty war tactics to maintain their hold on political power. 
In Colombia, the citizens pushed for equality for all, resulting in a new Constitution, acceptance 
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of guerrillas back into the community, and a sense of security for disarming fighters. Society’s 
view of political violence and their acceptance and reconciliation of those perpetrators of 
violence changed during the 1990s. Not only did the political violence continue, but it escalated 
in the 1990s as the established elites fought to maintain their power and influence against the 
demobilizing rebel groups. 
 FARC has been hesitant to come to terms with the government because the on-going 
political violence and the lack of security from the government outweighed their desire for 
political inclusion. They experienced this violence first-hand as demobilized members of their 
political party, Patriotic Union (UP), were systematically murdered in the late 1980’s. The FARC 
has continued to push for a broad, top-down approach of political, judicial, agrarian, and 
economic reforms; equitable access to power; and security guarantees for demobilized fighters 
(Chernick 2009). The recent decrease in political violence may have given FARC members a 
sense of security. They eventually chose to sign a peace agreement with the government in 2016 
that included promises of amnesty and political integration. 
 The government has done very little to reduce the political violence. There was not 
enough law enforcement and what was present was too corrupt to reduce the violence. The 
majority of effort from the state and international partners was against the drug industry. Drug 
money fueled the violence from all sides of the conflict. The government and military was 
provided with anti-narcotics aid from the US, the cartels directly funded or partnered with 
paramilitaries in the trafficking of illegal narcotics, and the guerrillas developed relationships 
with some of the traffickers while trying to control the land used for coca production. There was 
too much money contributing to the sustainment of violence.  
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 To avoid the corruption or repression that may result from the consolidation of an armed 
group’s power as they convert into a political party, I contend that including rebel fighters into 
the post-conflict military or police should both provide them some security and improve the 
chances of cooperation and a lasting peace. Given the political environment at the time and the 
clandestine nature of the death squads, it’s difficult to determine if military integration would 
have helped the situation. Unfortunately, demobilized fighters feared violence from former 
comrades, the government, and paramilitary groups. As suggested in the 2005 Strategic Survey, 
“lasting security cannot be achieved with a purely military solution, and expansion of state 
presence through social and development programmes (sic) aimed at attacking the roots of 
insurgency and coca cultivation will depend on international assistance to offset the Colombian 
state’s institutional weakness” (101). 
 The association of violence with established political elites does not bode well for 
disarming rebel groups, especially if they seek some level of political integration or participation. 
There are too many origins of violence in Colombia – political, crime or drug-related, retribution 
from other left-wing rebels, or retribution from citizens – for disarming fighters to not be scared 
for their security. The government has been unable to control this violence and provide 
protection for disarming fighters. With the exception of the AUC, the government has rarely 
been able to put enough pressure on these rebel groups to overcome this security fear and seek a 
negotiated peace. Political violence has already begun in response to the current FARC DDR and 
political participation. Can the government get it under control? Is it enough to push the FARC 
out of politics and back into violence? 
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Ability to Sanction 
 The ability to sanction opponents who fail to abide by or implement the terms of the 
peace agreement is essential for a lasting peace. This ability can come in different forms. Groups 
can use violence or the threat of violence to coerce their opponents to do what they agreed upon. 
Military integration results in group members maintaining weapons and can provide one option 
for this type of coercion. Third parties, instead of former rebel groups, can also provide the 
violence through the deployment of peacekeepers. Non-violent forms of sanctioning can also be 
effective. Third parties can use economic or political coercion to ensure the parties to the 
agreement fulfill their pledge, especially if they were supporting one side or the other. 
Demobilized insurgent groups may also wield political (and, at times, economic) influence to 
ensure the government meets its promises. 
 Colombia saw both forms of sanctioning as it came to terms with several rebel groups 
over the course of the conflict. While no rebel group maintained the ability to sanction the 
government with violence, the presence of other armed groups provided individual fighters with 
the opportunity to continue political violence. More importantly, however, was the negative 
effect that this lack of ability to sanction with violence had on the demobilized groups. The 
prominence of political violence in Colombia made it difficult to participate in the political 
process. Demobilized fighters were targets of violence from all sides.  
 These groups were dependent on the non-violent forms of sanctioning. Initially, they 
thought that the societal push for peace and reintegration was enough of a sanction to prevent the 
government from abrogating the agreement once the combatants were disarmed and 
demobilized. It might have been enough for the government, but it was not enough to force the 
government to increase security; and, it was not enough to prevent individual political elites from 
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using violence to ensure they maintained their political influence. Additionally, the demobilized 
groups did not have the expertise to compete with the political establishment to develop their 
own political sanctioning mechanisms. 
 The organizational structure and internal dynamics mentioned by Berdal and Ucko 
(2009) negatively affected the AD M-19 party’s success and survivability during the 1990s. They 
were slow to grasp the nuances of the political process and were eventually pushed out of politics 
while being physically attacked. During the intensification of conflict in mid-90s, the people’s 
tolerance toward violence decreased and the government’s legal dispositions hardened. While the 
groups making up AD M-19 were positively affected by the normative contexts and the terms of 
the agreement, they struggled from the practical dimensions of politics, specifically the 
continuing violence and lack of experience. The continuation of political violence turned society 
against further reintegration which dramatically increased the difficulty of demobilizing the 
AUC and most likely influenced the FARC’s decision to remain as a guerrilla group into the 21st 
Century. 
 Even when there was some progress with one aspect of internal security, it served to 
prolong the violence with other actors. As the two main drug cartels (Cali and Medellin) were 
broken up by the Colombian government, the guerrillas and paramilitaries (especially the AUC) 
moved in to fill the power vacuum and takeover the vast narcotics revenues (Hudson 2010). The 
complexity of the situation and continued growth of paramilitary groups guaranteed the war and 
violence would continue.
80
  
 Chernick argues that peace with the FARC requires the incorporation of some guerrilla 
units into state police and military forces, especially at the local and regional level (2009). Had 
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 As an example of the spread of violence and complexity, PEPE (People Persecuted by Pablo Escobar) emerged in 
1992 dedicated to killing Escobar and his allies. That year, an estimated 27,000 people died as a result of political 
violence (Strategic Survey 1992). 
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Colombia integrated some of the rebel groups into the national military or police forces, the 
results may have been different. It’s likely that integrated rebels would have been able to 
negatively influence the military-paramilitary relationship, especially once the death squads were 
declared to be unlawful. This might have caused the agreement with the AUC to occur earlier in 
the conflict’s history. The impact on paramilitaries would have rippled across the political 
environment as well. Military integration would have reduced instances of political elite’s use of 
death squads and paramilitaries, further promoting peace. 
Third Party Complications 
 The lack of peacekeepers reduced the complications associated with third parties. Third 
parties still participated in the peace process, however. Assistance from the US and the Catholic 
Church helped the Uribe administration to negotiate with the AUC, who eventually agreed to 
demobilize 13,000 troops by 2005 in exchange for training, education, land, and other initiatives 
(Bouvier 2004, Husdon 2010). Political and economic pressure from the US also helped to get 
rebel groups to negotiate with the Colombian government. Extradition threats for drug 
trafficking persuaded rebel leaders to seek peace with the government. American influence 
helped shape the terms of the peace as well as laws focused on amnesty and justice. 
 Had it been an American objective, the US could have pressured Colombia to integrate 
rebels into the police and military. Concerns over the rebel groups control of the drug trade and 
the already prevalent amount of corruption in the Colombian government, police, and military 
likely prevented the US from attempting military integration. The goal of the US is to prevent 
drugs from crossing its borders, not stop political violence in Colombia. 
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 It’s difficult to see a Colombian future without illegal economies, drug trafficking, and 
other serious crimes even if the FARC agrees to demobilize.
81
 Political participation, major 
economic and social reforms, and military integration may help address some of Colombia’s 
chronic problems and prevent the FARC from bearing arms against the government, but it’s 
more likely that they will follow the path of the AUC because they won’t have the support of the 
population like the EPL, MAQL, M-19, and PRT did in the 1990s.
82
 Insurgency violence will 
drastically reduce, but criminal violence will remain constant or increase if and when the FARC 
demobilizes. The lack of state security and any self-defense options contribute to the 
continuation of conflict. 
 Beginning in the 1980s – when the UP was devastated by targeted attacks and 
assassination – and continuing through the 1990s with the attacks on the demobilized groups 
participating in the political process, the government of Colombia has been unable to keep 
demobilized fighters safe. The peace agreements in the 1980s and 1990s involving the FARC, 
EPL, M-19, ADO, and PRT in the 1990s would seem to counter my argument of the need for a 
security mechanism such as military integration or peacekeepers. The FARC was able to 
participate in the political process and stopped fighting. The four other groups followed the 
FARC’s example shortly after the birth of the FARC’s political party. The prevalence of 
alternative means to use violence for personal or political ends and the lack of post-agreement 
security makes a lasting, durable peace extremely difficult to attain. 
 Recently, the government of Colombia signed a peace agreement with the FARC which 
was voted down by the people, forcing renegotiation between the government and the rebels 
before a new agreement was signed. I discuss the expectations of this in the Conclusion (Chapter 
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 They have signed an agreement with the government of Colombia. It does not include military integration. 
82
 The agreement was voted down by the people in October 2016. It is now under renegotiation. 
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7). The bottom line is that not much has changed from the initial agreement with the FARC in 
the 1980s or the agreements with other rebel groups in the early 1990s. The government must be 
able to provide security for the disarming rebels by preventing the political violence throughout 
the country – which seems to be on the rise since the initial signing of the agreement. There are 
no formal security mechanisms to ensure their safety and it is likely that the agreement will not 
last long without reforms of the police and military to ensure a stable transition to peace. Until 
these complicated relationships are addressed and the government can demonstrate its ability to 
provide effective security, no armed group should have confidence in a peace process that 
requires them to disarm.  
Uganda 
 Like Colombia, Uganda has several peace agreements in the dataset that meet the 
requirements of this comparison (see Table 5.5). There are no provisions for peacekeepers, it has 
provisions for DDR and military integration, and focuses on a conflict for control of the state. 
Additionally, it has multiple agreements, some of which have failed, some call for a newly 
integrated military vice integrating rebels into the existing military, and has some variation in 
agreement provisions. Like Colombia, this allows for a limited with-in case comparison. This 
case study follows the same analytical framework that was used for Colombia, beginning with 
the historical background. It then focuses on the causal processes – credible commitment, 
security fear, ability to sanction, and third party challenges – and their impact on the focus areas 
of the groups and the government, the peace agreements, and the bottom-up and top-down 
conditions. It concludes with a summary of the case and its support (or lack of support) for the 
causal logic of the hypotheses. 
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Table 5.5: Case Study Comparison 
Country – Rebels 
Peace Agreement (PA) Date 
Conflict Start Conflict End 
PA 
Duration 
(months) 
PA 
Fail 
Dyad 
PAs 
PKO 
Military 
Integration 
PKO & Mil 
Integration 
Uganda – NRM 
12/17/1985 
1/22/1979 8/9/1992 0.92 Y 1 Y Y Y 
Uganda – UPDA 
6/3/1988 
1/22/1979 8/9/1992 283.13 N 1 N Y N 
Uganda – UNRF II 
12/42/2002 
2/21/1994 11/29/2011 108.30 N 1 N Y N 
Uganda - LRA 
2/29/2008 
2/21/1994 11/29/2011 6.41 Y 7 N Y N 
Note: Conflict start and end dates taken from the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). Per 
Capita GDP Capacity and Polity Capacity taken from the highest value in the time period beginning 5 years before the conflict start date and 
ending at the peace agreement date. Average Annual Battle Deaths is the average number of battle deaths per year divided by 100.  
 The Ugandan case allows us to explore the possible benefits of military integration and 
DDR over implementing a DDR program without security mechanisms. Uganda experienced 
both the creation of a new military and rebel fighters integrating into the military, which allows 
analysis of several hypotheses and provides a baseline for the comparison of military integration 
over peacekeepers. I expect the increased credible commitment associated with the creation of a 
new military coupled with the reduced security fear and continued ability to sanction the 
government will result in longer peace durations than those in Colombia associated with only 
DDR. Museveni’s government focused on removing the threat of rebel groups, specifically going 
after their fighters with amnesty as well as DDR and military integration. Like Colombia, 
however, rebels fighting in Uganda always seemed to have an alternative to disarming. With few 
exceptions, there were other rebel groups they could join if they wished to continue fighting.  
Conflict Background 
 Like most of Africa, Uganda can trace many of its problems back to its European colonial 
roots. In this case, Britain combined multiple kingdoms, ethnic groups, and languages of the area 
into a single colony, creating new conflicts and intensifying pre-existing tensions. A four-year 
civil war between the Christians and the Muslim traders quickly saw the victorious German 
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Catholics and British Protestants continue fighting for control of the area, resulting in the 
creation of the Uganda Protectorate in 1894 by the British (Byrnes 1992a).  
 In a “divide and rule” approach applied to other colonies, the British favored the kingdom 
of Buganda in the south, improving their development more than other regions and fueling their 
nationalism as the Bugandans were granted a large measure of autonomy as well as serving as 
tax collectors and administrators over their neighbors in the Protectorate (Byrnes 1992a, Kiyaga-
Nsubuga 1999). Both economics and education favored the southern regions, leading to an 
increasing quality of life gap between the north and south (Opongo 2013). In addition to the lack 
of British assistance, the north lost much of their workforce as workers migrated south or joined 
the military (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999). This resulted in a northern influence throughout the 
military and government. It also caused a downward spiral in the north as there was no 
workforce to facilitate development, making post-conflict peace sustainment very difficult. This 
gap led to understandable grievances by the people in the north of the colony and increased 
tensions between the north and south. 
 As Great Britain readied Uganda for independence, Ugandan political parties developed 
closely along religious and ethnic lines, resulting in extensive patronage and clientelism. The 
independence elections set the stage for future conflict, both political and violent, due to the 
patronage and clientelism that the parties were founded upon. The military also became a 
political actor under Prime Minister Milton Obote in the 1960s when they (led by General Idi 
Amin) were used to suspend the constitution and rule parts of Uganda (specifically Buganda) by 
martial law for five year (Byrnes 1992a). The northerners within the military felt superior to the 
Bugandans and created more grievances for the Bugandans under martial law. 
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 The increased power given to Amin eventually led to a contestation for power between 
Obote and Amin, which resulted in a military coup by Amin and his soldiers in 1971.
83
  
Amin countered by increasing the military with members of his own ethnic group and eventually 
leading a successful military coup in 1971. The north-south grievances of the preceding 80 years 
now had a voice and a weapon as ethnic violence flooded the country. 
 Idi Amin’s eight years in power further escalated the divisions as he went after Obote’s 
supporters in the government and military and began terrorizing the northern regions comprising 
the Langi and Acholi groups that supported Obote. As a result, Obote fled across the border into 
Tanzania. Rowe (1992) estimates that approximately 300,000 people were killed
84
 as a result of 
Amin’s government-sanctioned brutality – including the mass executions of Acholi and Langi 
military troops – and thousands more disappeared at the hands of the State Research Bureau, 
Amin’s secret police which replaced Obote’s GSU(Rowe 1992). Fear and insecurity were 
rampant across the country as Amin’s government targeted anyone that he considered an enemy. 
Like Colombia during La Violencia, the Ugandan government violently repressed those not in 
power and created a single-party system that excluded many from politics. 
 In 1978, parts of the Ugandan military mutinied, due to Amin’s policies and brutality, 
and fled to Tanzania where they were pursued by forces loyal to Amin. This led Tanzania to 
defend its sovereign territory and push Amin’s forces back across the border. Approximately 
1,200 of the 20,000 Ugandan refugees who fled to Tanzania when Amin rose to power united as 
the Ugandan National Liberation Army (UNLA) to protect themselves and help the Tanzanian 
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 In an effort to consolidate his political power, Obote designated the UPC as the only legal party, created secret 
police (GSU) and a Special Forces paramilitary police force made up of his own ethnic group (Rowe 1992). Amin 
responded by increasing the military with members of his northwestern Kakwa ethnic group. 
84
 Shaw and Mbabazi (2008) estimate the number of deaths at 500,000. 
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People’s Defense Force (TPFD) repel Amin (Rowe 1992).85  In mid-November 1978, 10,000 
Tanzanian troops supported by UNLA counterattacked, pushing Amin’s forces and their Libyan 
allies back into Uganda (Rowe 1992). Tanzanian President Nyerere continued the advance in 
early 1979, took the capital of Kampala, and forced Amin to flee the country (Strategic Survey 
1979).  
 Tanzania kept their forces in Uganda as the Ugandan National Liberation Front (UNLF), 
the political wing of the UNLA, attempted to rebuild the government and security structures 
within Uganda.
86
  The transition period was marred by internal conflict between previously 
formed groups as self-interest and clientelism continued in the contest for state power. Like 
Amin before him, Obote and his allies harassed political opponents and engaged in revenge-
seeking against those groups who had allegiance to Amin (Rowe 1992). Barely thirteen months 
after the UNLF victory, a coup by the Military Commission allied to Obote took over and ruled 
the country until the December 1980 elections, the first general election in 18 years (Rowe 1992, 
Strategic Survey 1980).  
 Unfortunately, the practice of politics in Uganda didn’t change with a new group in 
charge of the country. The election – fraught with fraud, coercion, and violence – was engineered 
to significantly advantage Obote’s Uganda People’s Congress party (Rowe 1992, Strategic 
Survey 1980). When the results didn’t support that outcome, the Military Commission seized 
control of the Election Commission and reversed the results, giving Obote and the UPC the 
Presidency (Rowe 1992). Once again, the elites seize power and effectively deny democratic 
access to the political processes to those not in their party.  
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 Faced with mounting resentment within his armed forces, Amin invaded Tanzania in late Oct 1978 to reclaim a 
long disputed border area near Kyaka (Strategic Survey 1979). 
86
 Uganda and Tanzania sign a 2-year agreement for Tanzania to train Ugandan military and police (Strategic Survey 
1979). 
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 Things did not improve under Obote’s second chance at president. This time around, he 
committed some of the same errors that led to his overthrow by Amin.
87
 Some of those errors, 
such as continued human rights atrocities, resulted in the suspension of military ties with the US 
in August 1984 (Strategic Survey 1984). As a response to the government’s use of violence, 
there was guerrilla activity in and around the capital, as well as continued attacks in the West 
Nile province by former Amin soldiers operating from bases in north-eastern Zaire and southern 
Sudan (Strategic Survey 1982). This contributed to the instability throughout the country and 
lack of authority of the second Obote regime. 
The Group and the Government 
 In response to Obote’s return to power, Museveni and his Banyankole-based fighters 
joined forces with former-President Lule’s Bugandan fighters to create the National Resistance 
Movement and Army (NRM/A), vowing to overthrow the Obote administration (Rowe 1992, 
Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999). The resulting bush war saw violent oppression, especially in the Luwero 
Triangle region, by the government as they attempted to eliminate the NRA’s civilian support. 
Abductions, detentions, disappearances, and torture became commonplace as paramilitary use 
was renewed (Rowe 1992). Continued violent repression contributed to the long list of 
grievances against the northern-dominated military and government, resulting in a July 1985 
military coup by Tito Okello, the head of the Military Council (Rowe 1992, Strategic Survey 
1985). The political violence increased the security fear of large portions of the population and 
created more grievances that required a violent response. 
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 Under Obote's rule alone, as many as 30,000 Ugandans had been murdered in political massacres (Strategic 
Survey 1987). 
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 Those elites within the Council used their own militias to gain power and influence in the 
government. More importantly, there was no change in how the government operated with or 
without Obote.
88
 This resumption of status quo politics and governance coupled with the 
disintegration of the military regime encouraged Yoweri Museveni to lead his National 
Resistance Army to march on Kampala in January 1986, less than a month after signing the 
Nairobi Peace Agreement (Rowe 1992). The government failed to change its practices, 
weakening their credibility and commitment to a lasting peace. 
 When Museveni and the NRM took over in 1986, there were five other armed groups in 
the country – Uganda Freedom Movement (UFM), Federal Democratic Army of Uganda 
(FEDEMU), Uganda National Rescue Front (UNRF), Former Uganda National Army (FUNA), 
and Uganda National Liberation Army (UNLA) (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999).  Museveni and the 
NRM leadership decided that the best way to stabilize the situation was to incorporate these 
other soldiers into the NRA.
89
 Museveni claimed to be a nationalist with the aim “to break down 
traditional religious and tribal affiliations to particular political parties, and to form a genuinely 
mixed national army” (Strategic Survey 1985). This claim, and Museveni’s actions to promote it, 
helped to create a more credible commitment with both the recently defeated Uganda National 
Liberation Army (UNLA) as well as the new government’s future adversaries. They were able to 
see that, in the National Resistance Movement government, everyone had a say in the politics. 
 Integrating the other rebel fighters into the new national military served to remove them 
from possible opposition, provided their groups with self-security, and gave tens of thousands of 
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 The new government was tainted by its close association with the previous two regimes. For example, high-
ranking members of the new government had been in charge of the devastation in the Luwero Triangle, ex-Amin 
forces helped perpetrate the coup which resulted in two of their officers gaining seats in the Military Council, and 
the provision government fielding some of the same officials as the earlier regimes (Strategic Survey 1985). 
89
 The NRA was renamed Uganda’s People Defense Forces (UPDF) after gaining control of the country (Apuuli 
2008). 
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young men employment and income. This strategy co-opted the other groups that were fighting 
with the NRM against Obote and Okello and reduced the chances of opposition groups, like the 
defeated Uganda National Liberation Army, from rising up again. Military integration into a new 
national army resulted in no renewed fighting from those groups. However, as was the case in 
Colombia, fighters from those groups were soon given other opportunities to continue political 
violence. The ability to sanction the government via other rebel groups permitted individuals to 
pursue political violence if they did not agree with the terms of the peace agreement or the 
subsequent situation. 
 Following the fall of the capital, the new NRM government received no support from the 
north. Initially, this was due to the north-south tensions and the civil war as most of the 
government’s forces were comprised of soldiers from the north, primarily Acholi. Military 
integration increased the national army’s size from approximately 15,000 NRA fighters to over 
100,000 integrated fighters. The large military became undisciplined with lawlessness and 
revenge killings. When it chased the remnants of the Okello government’s military (UNLA) to 
the north of the country, many of the undisciplined factions within the NRA (especially the 
former FEDEMU fighters) committed acts of violence and terror on the civilians in retaliation 
for Obote’s and Okello’s actions in the south (Byrnes, 1992b, Nhema 2008). This gave rise to 
several more rebel groups: the Uganda People’s Democratic Army (UPDA), the Holy Spirit 
Movement (HSM), and eventually the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) in the north (Ofcansky 
1992, Apuuli 2008, Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999). Similar to the Colombian case, the violence 
committed on those out of power just perpetuated the cycle of violence between the two sides. 
 Responding to this revenge violence in the north, the Holy Spirit Movement (HSM) was 
born in the Acholi region in northern Uganda in 1986 (Borzello 2009, Dagne 2010, Opongo 
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2013). They briefly allied with the Acholi-dominated UPDA and fought against the National 
Resistance Movement (NRM) government until they were defeated in 1987 (Bynes 1992b, 
Dagne 2010, Opongo 2013).
90
 When Lakwena fled the country, Joseph Kony took over and 
formed the LRA with those fighters that were willing and able to continue armed resistance. The 
UPDA continued fighting in the north until they signed a peace agreement with the government 
in 1988 (Borzello 2009). 
 The longest running conflict plaguing the government of Uganda was with Joseph 
Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA). The LRA began as a resistance movement to NRA 
repression and slowly developed a political agenda – somewhat dominated by a religious aspect 
– involving equal distribution of resources and an end to northern marginalization (Opongo 
2013). However, Joseph Kony and the Lord’s Resistance Army soon found themselves without a 
base of support in Uganda as they began to terrorize the civilian population of northern Uganda. 
 Since the beginning of the conflict in the late 1980s, the Museveni regime has tried 
several tactics to get the group to the negotiating table. While the military option has been 
consistently employed, the NRM initially tried to move the rural population (approximately 
100,000) into protected villages in order to isolate and defeat the rebels (Kiyaga-Nsubuga). The 
government tried negotiating with the LRA in 1993 and again in 2004-5.  
 The former talks stalled due to a lack of trust by the rebels and then ended when 
Museveni threatened violence. The latter stalled when one of the LRA representatives defected 
to the government and ended when the military began an operation against the LRA (Dagne 
                                                          
90 The Uganda People’s Democratic Movement and Army (UPDM/A) launched their struggle for multi-party 
democracy in August 1986 (Opongo 2013). 
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2010). The government also targeted the individual LRA fighters with the 2000 Amnesty Act
91
 
and the 2009 National Reconciliation Bill. In the same vein, the Ugandan government attempted 
to isolate Kony and negotiate directly with his field commanders in 2001 (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 
2004).  Through it all, the government attempted to defeat rebels first. If that didn’t work, they 
tried to appease the group, especially the fighters, with amnesty and peace negotiations while 
working to isolate the rebel elites from political power over the long term. 
 As the military was unsuccessful in building suitable security for the people in the north, 
they resorted to arming and training militia organizations based on northern ethnic groups 
(Acholi, Langi, and Iteso) to protect against LRA attacks in the early 1990s (Borzello 2009, 
Dagne 2010, Furley 2006, Shaw & Mbabazi 2008).
92
 These paramilitary forces, such as the 
Arrow Group and Amuka Boys, also served to reduce the regional support for the LRA while 
complicating the fight and potential peace in the north. Like the MAQL in Colombia, these 
paramilitary groups were born out of a security fear and served as a regional security force 
which, in this case, is allied with the government against other rebel groups. 
 With governmental support, the militias were successful in harassing the LRA and 
defending both the camps for internally displaced persons (IDP) and the northern regions against 
LRA terror tactics. This, coupled with a severe lack of support for the LRA by the people of 
northern Uganda, led the militias and government forces to push the LRA out of Uganda and into 
bases in southern Sudan (Apuuli 2008, US Senate 2009).  
                                                          
91 Few LRA members took advantage of it at the time, but the bill contributed to the Yumbe Agreement with the 
UNRF II rebel group (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 2004) and eventually resulted in over 12,000 defections due to Uganda’s 
Amnesty Act (US House of Representatives 2011). 
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 Some argue that the militias were formed because the Ugandan military didn’t want to protect the Acholi people 
in the IDP camps (see Janmyr 2014). 
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Table 5.6: Major Ugandan Armed Groups 
Group Start Location Goal / Motivation 
UNLF/A 1979 Tanzania; Uganda 
Exiled Ugandans in Tanzania, opposed to Idi Amin’s rule; became 
Uganda national army when Amin was ousted 
UFM 1979 
Southern Uganda 
(Buganda) 
Remove Obote & Okello; main rival to NRM 
NRM/A 1981 Southwest Uganda Began as response to rigged 1980 election; remove Obote from power  
FEDEMU 
Early 
1980s 
Southern Uganda 
(Buganda) 
Remove Obote 
UNRF 
Early 
1980s 
NW Uganda Idi Amin supporters from his home district; remove Obote 
FUNA 
Early 
1980s 
Northern Uganda Remainder of Idi Amin’s forces; remove Obote 
UPDM/A 1986 
Southern Sudan; Acholi, 
Northern Uganda 
Comprised of defeated UNLA forces from Acholi region that fled north 
HSM 1986 Acholi, Uganda Overthrow NRM government; capture Kampala 
LRA 1987 Acholi, Uganda 
Initially: Defend against NRM abuses/Acholi nationalism, rule Uganda 
by Ten Commandments, multi-party democracy; later: cult of 
personality 
UPDF 1995 Uganda NRA renamed following 1995 constitution 
WNBF 1995 NW Uganda Remove Museveni and NRM 
ADF 1995 NW Uganda Islamic group attempting to impose Shari’a Law 
UNRF II 1996 NW Uganda Splinter from WNBF, remove Museveni and NRM 
 By 2000, the number of known rebel groups in Uganda and its border regions had 
increased to eight (Rubongoya 2009). Table 5.6 summarizes the major armed groups in Uganda 
with their year of origin and goals. In the east were the Anti-Referendum Army, the Uganda 
Salvation Army, and the Citizen’s Army for Multi-Party Politics. To the west, in the border 
region with DRC, was the Allied Democratic Forces (ADF). Among the northern region were the 
West Nile Bank Front (WNBF), the Uganda National Rescue Front (UNRF), and the LRA. All 
three of the northern groups had bases in Sudan. The eighth group, the National Army for the 
Liberation of Uganda, perpetrated bombing attacks in and around Kampala. With the exception 
of the ADF and the LRA, all of the groups were either defeated by the UPDF or were granted 
political concessions (as in the case of the Anti-Referendum Army and Citizen’s Army for Multi-
Party Politics) and ceased to exist as an armed opposition.  
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Peace Agreements: DDR and Military Integration 
 Uganda has experienced several conflicts stemming from a lack of political participation 
and violent oppression. Several of these conflicts were resolved through peace agreements 
attempting to address both the causes and the resulting security fears, both of which are 
necessary for a lasting peace. In 1985, Museveni’s National Resistance Movement (NRM) 
resumed conflict with the government of Uganda after the causes of the fighting were not 
resolved. In a separate conflict between the Government of Uganda and the LRA, both sides 
reached an agreement for a comprehensive peace plan, but the Juba Talks failed in 2008 because 
LRA leader Joseph Kony would not sign the final agreement (Opongo 2013), likely due to 
personal security fears.
93
 
 When the NRM took control of Uganda in 1986, its leadership aimed to achieve Ugandan 
stability. This was accomplished through economic reconstruction and incorporation of the 
various armed groups into the military while their leaders receiving Cabinet and National 
Resistance Council positions (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 2004). With the exception of the ADF (who was 
considered defeated) and the LRA (who had been party to long-term negotiations in addition to 
being pushed out of Uganda), the NRM has been successful in absorbing or defeating the other 
rebel groups. After the NRM took control of the state, their focus was on defeating groups or 
weakening them until they would settle. However, when they did settle, the government 
integrated the rebel fighters into the national military. This provided the ruling group some 
control over the newly defeated fighters, but also served to provide both an income and a sense 
of security for those groups. 
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 The two sides signed a ceasefire in August 2006, and a truce agreement was to take effect later that month 
(Strategic Survey 2007). 
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 As I have argued previously, the lack of a credible commitment following intrastate 
conflict – especially when one side is required to disarm – results in a security fear and increases 
the chances for renewed conflict. If the parties settled the conflict with the help of a peace 
agreement, that agreement needs to have some security measures built into its provisions, such as 
third party guarantors or security sector reform. African civil violence results from unequal 
access to scarce natural resources, multiple ethnic groups with legitimate grievances, a weak 
central government, little confidence in laws or institutions, and easy access to weapons 
(MacLean 2008). The resulting peace agreement should address these major causes of the 
violence.  
 When the rebel leader, Yoweri Museveni signed the Nairobi Agreement for peace with 
the Ugandan government, there was little change in the resulting behavior of the ruling (Okello) 
party (Opongo 2013). This prompted the NRM to resume their campaign and eventually take the 
capital of Kampala. Once in power, the NRM continued the practice of inclusion that they 
implemented using Resistance Councils in the territory they controlled during the insurgency.
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As the government dealing with other rebel groups, the NRM (similar to Colombian President 
Betancur) focused on offers of amnesty and peace negotiation while simultaneously applying 
military pressure (Ofcansky 1992). This dual approach contributed to the Gulu Accord peace 
settlement with the Uganda People’s Democratic Army (UPDA), the group comprised of former 
government soldiers.  
 The amnesty and the agreement provisions reduced the former soldiers’ security fear 
while increasing the NRM’s credibility and commitment to the peace. It called on the creation of 
                                                          
94
 In the fall of 1986, the NRM executed a series of arrests of senior UFM and FEDEMU officers that they had 
integrated into the government and army, accusing them of plotting a coup (Strategic Survey 1986). The former 
UFM leader, Dr. Andrew Kayiira, was imprisoned for months before being released; after which, he was killed 
under questionable circumstances (www.monitor.co.ug). 
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a new national military and integration of the rebel elites into the government. The shared power 
was similar to the Nairobi Agreement except that Museveni and his National Resistance 
Movement were in charge. UPDA elites were brought into the NRM and given prominent 
positions in the government, but Museveni still controlled the power. 
 Fourteen years later, the Yumbe Agreement differed only slightly from the Gulu Accord. 
The main difference was that the Yumbe Agreement called on the Uganda National Rescue Front 
II (UNRF II) to disarm its fighters and dissolve its organization instead of just absorbing them 
into the political and military arms of the National Resistance government. This was due to the 
established nature of the NRM as a government and the Uganda Peoples Defense Forces (UPDF, 
formerly Museveni’s National Resistance Army) as the Ugandan military. The agreement 
granted UNRF II fighters amnesty and permitted the willing to join the UPDF. It also expedited 
reconstruction projects in the West Nile District (the UNRF II origin), provided resettlement 
packages to ex-combatants, and facilitated the return of ex-combatants and refugees from Sudan 
(www.ucdp.uu.se 2014). However, the most influential part of the agreement was the provision 
for another national referendum to decide on a political system. 
  The referendum addressed political grievances and military integration created a level of 
security for the demobilized fighters. Both the DDR program and the military integration 
generated income, creating some financial security for the former combatants. Reconstruction 
helped the region recover from the conflict and attempted to lessen the north-south disparities. 
Former fighters, however, still had other options to continue their use of political violence. The 
primary beneficiary of continued violence was Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA). 
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 As a result of the Amnesty Bill, the groundwork laid by Minister Bigombe in 2004-
2005,
95
 and the UPDF attacks on LRA bases in Southern Sudan, the LRA and Government of 
Uganda signed a ceasefire in 2006 which allowed 1.4 million internally displaced persons (IDPs) 
to return to their homes in the north (Dagne 2010). Additionally, hundreds of LRA fighters took 
advantage of the amnesty offer and returned to Uganda (Dagne 2010). This was the first step in 
the Juba Peace Process which ended in 2008 when Kony chose not to sign the final agreement 
(Borzello 2009). Even though it was not signed, Museveni’s government chose to implement 
those provisions that they could accomplish unilaterally, such as reconstruction, human rights, 
and political changes (US Senate 2009).  
 The final Juba agreement was similar to the Yumbe Peace Agreement in that it called for 
disarming, demobilizing, and reintegrating the LRA rebel fighters. However, it differed from the 
previous agreements because there is no mention of integrating the LRA leadership into the 
government. It does attempt to address the LRA grievances by calling for political reforms 
toward a democratic constitutional government decided by the people, reconstruction of war-torn 
regions, and equal treatment of all citizens (www.ucdp.uu.se 2014). 
 Once Museveni gained control of the state, he was fairly consistent with how he dealt 
with rebel groups. He initially tried to solve the problem militarily. If that didn’t work, he would 
maintain military pressure while providing the rebel groups with non-military options, such as 
amnesty and/or peace negotiations. Additionally, the agreements consistently involved both 
political and military integration. The NRM promised regional development and reconstruction 
programs as well as granting rebel leadership some positions in the government and political 
party. Peacebuilding, mediation, constitution-making process, amnesty, Human Rights 
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 Minister Bigombe was an ethnic Acholi who initiated peace talks with the LRA (Dagne 2010). 
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Commission, National Reconciliation Bill, and Land Dispute Resolution initiatives all 
contributed to getting both sides to the table (Opongo 2013). 
 In the early stages of their regime, the NRM provided economic and physical security to 
opposition group members by integrating them into the army. In the later years, the NRM 
integrated those wishing to join the military and provided societal reintegration packages to the 
others. The level of integration varied with the institutionalization of the NRM across the 
government and military of Uganda. When the NRM was new to control of the country, it 
created a new military with the UPDA, integrated them into the NRM, and agreed to their 
political demands of a new constitution and a national referendum on government system 
(Strategic Survey 1988).   
 The DDR process has also evolved over the years from the formal mechanism following 
the peace agreement to the flexible disarmament and reintegration of small numbers of former 
abductees that are captured, escape, or surrender (Borzello 2009). The reflected the changing 
targets of the government. Since the LRA elites – specifically Joseph Kony – were not willing to 
sign the peace agreement, the government targeted the fighters with amnesty for their 
disarmament. 
Bottom-Up and Top-Down Conditions 
 How did these factors actually contribute to a more durable peace? According to 
Strategic Survey (1986), the state had become the enemy of the people as terror and violent death 
were common. Museveni’s challenge has been to restore the population’s sense of security and 
the protection of law. How can the new government address these concerns? This section looks 
at the top-down and bottom-up contributors to peace or violence following the agreement. Table 
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5.7 summarizes if, when, and how (mechanisms) the major armed groups in Uganda stopped 
fighting. 
Table 5.7: Ugandan Groups Cessation of Violence 
Group Agreements 
End of 
Fighting 
Mechanisms 
UNLF/A 
1985 Nairobi Agreement 
(NRM) 
1986 
DDR; new national army; NRM integrated into ruling Military Council; 
defeated in battle by NRM 
UFM None 1986* Absorbed into NRM/A; Political and military integration96 
NRM/A97 
1985 Nairobi Agreement 
(UNLF) 
1986* 
New national army; NRM integrated into ruling Military Council headed 
by Okello’s UNLF; defeated UNLF in battle 
FEDEMU None 1986* Absorbed into NRM/A; political and military integration 
UNRF None 1986* Absorbed into NRM/A; political and military integration 
FUNA None 1986* Absorbed into NRM/A; political and military integration 
UPDM/A Gulu Accords 1988 
New national army; UPDA integrated into government (parliament); 
reconstruction; amnesty; political referendum 
HSM None 1987 Defeated in battle; survivors joined LRA 
LRA 
1994 talks; 2006-2008 Juba 
Peace Process 
Ongoing 
DDR; military integration; political reform; reconstruction; Pushed out of 
Uganda in 2006 
UPDF None Ongoing New name of the NRA as the national Ugandan military 
WNBF None 1998 Defeated in battle by UPDF; lost support from West Nile region 
ADF Talks Ongoing Amnesty; military defeats led to inactivity from 2008-2013 
UNRF II Yumbe Agreement 2002 
DDR; amnesty; Political integration (10 receive government posts) 
integrate 700 fighters into UPDF; resettlement packages 
Note: (*) These groups all agreed to power-sharing following General Tito Okello’s coup which removed Obote from power in 1985. Following a 
lack of governance and continuation of the status quo, the NRM resumed its advance on the capital, eventually absorbing the other former rebel 
groups into the NRM government and NRA military. 
 Ali and Taisier argue that the policies and practices of ruling elites are the roots of civil 
war (1999). This assertion explains the failure of the Nairobi Agreement and the resumption of 
violence. Museveni and the NRM felt that Okello and the ruling Military Council did not change 
the behavior or direction of government, focusing instead on their power and influence. This is 
also true when applied to the earlier regimes of Obote, Amin, Lule, and Binaisa.
98
 These leaders 
sought to create and protect their power and ability to provide benefits to their support base.
99
 
The political turmoil that plagued Uganda after independence resulted from a failure of these 
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 http://www.refworld.org/docid/3ae6ad1484.html 
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 This row only includes the agreements signed by the NRM as rebel forces, not as the government once they took 
over. 
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 Politically, in spite of the talk of national reconciliation, Obote's government did not reflect a wide tribal 
representation, resulting in marginalized groups that resorted to violence (Strategic Survey 1985). 
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 Henderson suggests that since African states did not fear losing their sovereignty through interstate conflict, the 
ruling elites could focus their attention, economic production, and military capabilities to maintaining power and 
preventing insurgencies, not developmental issues (2008). 
153 
 
political elites to build a consensus-based political community and instead, they reduced the 
political space, threatening the physical security of those out of power, and suffered multiple 
coups or civil conflicts (Ali & Taisier 1999, Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999).  
 In contrast, the National Resistance Movement created Resistance Councils (RCs) in the 
areas they controlled in order to mediate between villages and their “government” leadership 
(Kasfir 1992, Kiyaga-Nsubuga 1999, Strategic Survey 1985). RCs allowed the people to have a 
voice in their care and governance. These RCs resulted in the NRM gaining the bottom-up 
support of the people and legitimacy to rule. The Councils also built up the credibility of the 
movement’s government to follow through with their promises.  
 This practice continued and expanded as the NRM gained more territory and eventually 
won control of the state, finally resulting in the 1997 Local Governance Act which allowed local 
governments to be popularly elected and increased the NRM government’s legitimacy (Kiyaga-
Nsubuga 2004). This inclusion benefited the group members and the population by rejecting 
ethnic loyalties as a basis for political organization, increased accountability, and provided a path 
to compromise (Kasfir 1992). The NRM also included elites from opposing groups by giving 
them positions in the NRM organization, RC hierarchy, or Ugandan government commensurate 
with their previous leadership roles following peace settlements. This ensured their political and 
economic security and generated more bottom-up support for their government.  
 Additionally, the NRM made significant changes to provide economic security for every 
citizen, such as instituting the 1987 Economic Recovery Program, gaining the support of the IMF 
and International Development Association (IDA), and initiating the Poverty Eradication Action 
Plan (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 2004, Strategic Survey 1987). These top-down changes were necessary to 
create an environment that fighters were willing to give up their arms to rejoin. For many years 
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in the north, fighters were reintegrated into an ongoing conflict and one of the worst 
humanitarian crises in the world (Borzello 2009). The government needed outside support to 
help create an environment of reintegration. 
 Rebel group members and the population at large are also benefiting from a better 
economy thanks to austerity measures put into place in the late 1980s.
100
 As a result of these 
measures, Uganda’s per capita GDP increased from its low of $152 in 1992 to more than $550 
by 2012 (www.un.org). The integration of the rebel fighters into the military also provided jobs 
for those who could choose to continue fighting. Amnesty, Reconciliation, and Land Dispute 
Bills provided a foundation for the reintegration of fighters and internally displaced persons 
(IDP) back to their homes. These national-level top-down improvements help to make the short-
term security gains from political and military integration longer-lasting and, at a minimum, 
remove the members from the political violence equation. 
 The government also addressed some of the political issues by opening up the political 
space to local communities and – albeit slowly – to opposition parties and multiparty politics. 
With single-party politics and the use of Resistance Councils, the National Resistance Movement 
also worked to deactivate the ethnic and religious identities used to mobilize political support 
which facilitated the beginning of a national identity.
101
 The long-term development of the 
constitution from December 1988 to January 1993 was a purposeful effort to include all Ugandan 
citizens (Kitaga-Nsubuga 1999).
102
 Over the last three decades, Uganda has made significant 
gains in economic, social, and political inclusion which have contributed to the durable peace.  
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 Following the start of conflict in 1979, Uganda’s per capita GDP increased from $282 in 1979 to $467 in 1988 
before hitting a low of $212 in 1991. After 1991, the economy slowly returned to its previous upward trajectory, 
reaching $704 by 2013 (data.un.org).  
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 See Opongo (2013) for a discussion of ethnicized politics in Uganda. 
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 According to the Polity IV data (Marshall et al. 2013), Uganda’s Polity rating steadily, but slowly, climbed after 
Museveni took power in 1986. 
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 While the NRM’s national-level goal was to achieve stability through economic 
restructuring and integrating rebels into the government and military, the people – as the 
purveyors of violence – still had a role to play in reducing and preventing further conflict. 
Specific to the role of reintegrating rebel forces, the people in the local communities, like those 
in Colombia, need to feel safe from demobilized fighters before they are willing to welcome 
them back to the civilian communities. This psychological aspect was important. If the locals 
didn’t accept them, it was likely that the fighters would revert to violence.  
 There was little support for Kony’s Lord’s Resistance Army. Like the United Self-
Defense Forces of Colombia (AUC), the horrific nature of the LRA’s terror tactics,103 and the 
abduction of approximately 66,000 children for use as soldiers or sex slaves, spread fear 
throughout northern Uganda, leading to an estimated 2 million internal displaced persons 
primarily from the Acholi regions of Gulu, Pater, and Kitgum (Apuuli 2008, Borzello 2009, 
Opongo 2013, Shaw & Mbabazi 2008, US Senate 2009).
104
 The conflict led to an estimated 
200,000 deaths and dramatically increased poverty and instability, primarily in the Acholi region 
(Opongo 2013). With one exception, there was extremely little societal desire to reintegrate LRA 
fighters back into the communities. That exception was the child-soldier, which was a focus of 
NGOs and the peace process. Museveni did not consider negotiations or amnesty for the LRA 
fighters.  
 Reintegration was not an issue for the majority of demobilized fighters in Uganda prior to 
the LRA. However, the horrific nature of the LRA’s terror tactics – massacres, mutilations and 
maiming, mass rapes, child abductions, and the use of drugs or girls as incentives to fight – 
created a public relations problem and made it difficult for the government to negotiate with 
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 Similar accusations of terrorizing civilians have been leveled against the NRA during their conflict in the north 
(Apuuli 2008, Strategic Survey 1987). 
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 Over 90% of the Acholi population were internally displaced (Borzello 2009, Dagne 2010). 
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them (Shaw & Mbabazi 2008). This changed as the LRA was pushed out of northern Uganda 
and the experiences of those in the north became more of a memory. The need to reintegrate 
child soldiers as well as the successes of the Juba Peace Process also improved the locals’ view 
of LRA fighters.  
 As was the case in Colombia, public opinion changed over time. Late in the 2000s, media 
reports and US officials claimed that there was civilian support in northern Uganda for 
reconciliation rather than revenge (Dagne 2010). This psychological change is important to 
sustaining peace as it contributes to the accepting environment for a successful reintegration. 
Local communities are necessary to the reintegration process and provide the bottom-up support 
for the government’s actions, especially in democracies.  
Summary 
 Military integration, especially into a new national army, usually occurs when the conflict 
had ended. In the Ugandan case, the conflict was still ongoing as the government’s defeated 
forces were still providing some armed resistance from their bases in the north. New national 
armies also focus on the post-conflict period to train members and build the organization. In the 
Ugandan case, they were still fighting and unable to take advantage of these peacetime activities, 
which resulted in continued violence against new adversaries. The new government was able to 
somewhat reduce the defeated rebels’ security fears with the creation of a new, shared national 
military or integration into the government. 
 This section looks at the causal processes mentioned in Chapter 3 and their application to 
the Ugandan case. The regimes preceding Museveni’s National Resistance Movement (NRM) 
increased the security fears of those not in power. The NRM’s use of Resistance Councils and 
their decision to create a new military when they took control of the government helped to 
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manage the credible commitment problem and security fears. Third party complications were 
primarily focused on the impact of the International Criminal Court to the Juba peace process, 
but also included the issue with Sudan as well as foreign funding issues. The ability to sanction, 
like in Colombia, was present through military integration and the presence of multiple rebels 
groups. 
Credible Commitment 
 Museveni’s National Resistance Movement (NRM) established their credibility with the 
implementation of Resistance Councils in the territory they controlled during the civil conflict. 
When they resumed fighting against Okello’s Military Council, they absorbed the other rebel 
groups fighting against the Obote regime before Okello’s coup. Once they captured the capitol, 
they included the other groups in the new national military and integrated their leaders into the 
new NRM government. This established behavior of power-sharing and focus on nationalism 
instead of ethnic patronage contributed to the 1988 Gulu Accord with the former military 
soldiers still fighting as part of the Uganda People’s Democratic Army (UPDA). 
 The Gulu Accord with the UPDA called for a national referendum on the type of party 
system (single or multi) and the new government (Ofcansky 1992); the integration of UPDA 
leaders into the NRM government, Parliament, and the future National Resistance Council 
(NRC); and the creation of a new, shared national military. The Accord also addressed some 
aspects of rehabilitating infrastructure in the Kitgum and Gulu regions ravaged by the conflict 
(www.ucdp.uu.se 2014). The UPDA received some state-wide political concessions, political 
and military integration, as well as local post-conflict rebuilding in exchange for demobilizing. 
Based on the power-sharing actions of Museveni and the NRM up to this point, the UPDA could 
be confident that the power-sharing agreed upon in the Gulu Accord would be implemented. 
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 As more and more rebel groups agreed to peace and integrated into the government and 
military, Museveni made more efforts to consolidate his political power by targeting elites from 
other groups that might threaten his position. While the political elites may be suffering under 
Museveni’s power consolidation, he and the NRM gradually liberalized the political process and 
increased the participation for the members and the rest of the population (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 
1999). Local and regional communities have been able to elect their own representatives since 
the initiation of the Resistance Councils. Multi-party political competition is now the norm and 
the constitution has been updated, emphasizing equality for all Ugandan citizens.    
 His actions against elites did not seem to affect later agreements with rebel groups. There 
was no call to share political power with elites from the Lord’s Resistance Army, especially not 
Joseph Kony, even though Museveni pursued peace with the group. It seemed only elites had 
something to fear with making peace, but it was not enough to prevent it with the UPDM in 1988 
or Uganda National Rescue Front II in 2002. Museveni and NRM wanted a national, not ethnic, 
identity, however, he still wants to maintain his political power over the government and 
country. This results in his focus falling on the political elites that might threaten his position, not 
the groups at large or the individual fighters. 
Security Fears 
 Ugandan citizens’ feared for their physical security from the oppression and violence of 
their government, resulting in multiple rebel groups forming to fight. Every negotiated peace 
agreement involved a security mechanism for the disarming rebels, either a new national military 
or military integration of rebel fighters. Additionally, the agreements included provisions on 
political power-sharing and reforms, amnesty, and reconstruction. These helped to relieve the 
disarming combatants of their fears following DDR. 
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 The Nairobi Agreement (www.ucdp.uu.se 2014) between Okello’s 5-month old coup and 
Museveni’s National Resistance Movement (NRM) included provisions calling for a new, 
national military which integrated Okello’s Uganda National Liberation Army (UNLA) troops 
with fighters from the NRA and other smaller groups.
105
 Additionally, the agreement outlined the 
creation of a Military Council – headed by Okello and made up of seven UNLA representatives, 
seven NRM representatives, and five representatives from the other groups – to rule the country 
until elections could be held for a new government (www.ucdp.uu.se 2014). Including all the 
rebel groups helped to ensure that the fighting would cease while allowing some members of 
each group to retain the ability to defend themselves. This agreement increased both the physical 
security of the group members and the political security of the rebel elites. 
 The National Resistance Movement promoted a successful peace environment through 
political integration of elites and the military integration of members,reducing conflict in the 
short term. The creation of a new national military in 1988 successfully led to peace and security 
for most of the country. It included all former fighters, providing them all with the ability to 
defend themselves and feel more physically secure. Military integration was successful with 
Ugandan National Rescue Front II but the final agreement with the LRA was never signed or 
implemented. The lack of implementation of the Jubba Process with military integration is the 
only difference between the two agreements in this case. Both agreements reduced the security 
fear of the rebel group members.  
 The physical security of the rebel elites may have become more of an issue as time 
progressed due to Museveni’s actions to secure his power as head of the government. Two years 
after the Gulu Agreement with the Uganda People’s Democratic Army (UPDA), some of the 
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 The new military would be comprised of 8480 men: 3700 from UNLA, 3580 from NRA and 1200 from the other 
groups (www.ucdp.uu.se 2014). 
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integrated UPDA generals – like the Uganda Freedom Movement (UFM) and the Federal 
Democratic Movement (FEDEMU) leaders before them – were charged with treason and 
removed from their positions of influence (Opongo 2013).  
 The UPDA did not resume fighting. Two years had passed and the group’s members 
were likely secure in their new jobs in the military or trying to take advantage of their 
resettlement packages. The new national military was successful in demobilizing the rebel 
fighters while the political integration of rebel elites brought them to the table, but included this 
potential future threat to their safety. The new national military, however, was a credible 
commitment by the government to the peace process and not every elite was removed from 
power by Museveni. 
 In addition to removing rivals, Museveni also delayed promised political reforms. The 
government was able to delay the drafting of the new constitution until 1995 and the political 
system referendum until 2000, which resulted in a vote for a single-party system (NRM). Two 
major political parties, the Democratic Party (DP) and Uganda People’s Congress (UPC), 
boycotted the referendum due to the government weakening opposing political parties by 
preventing them to overtly organize (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 2004).  
 In 2005, after a national referendum, parliament amended the constitution to permit 
multi-party politics and (seemingly in exchange) also to remove the presidential term limit, 
which was not part of the referendum (Kiyaga-Nsubuga 2004, Opongo 2013, Ottmann & Vüllers 
2014).
106
 Museveni had the term-limit removed as he continued to consolidate his power. Again, 
none of this was enough to mobilize the former fighters to return to violence. Museveni 
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 Dagne points out that the elections were marred by intimidation, counting irregularities, voter name deletion, 
governmental shows of force, and harassment as well as the imprisonment through most of the campaign season 
and trial of the opposition candidate, retired NRA Colonel Dr. Kizza Besige (2010). 
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continued to skillfully walk a fine line between inclusion of former enemies and consolidating or 
maintaining his power.
107
   
 While this is not directly related to the use of military integration, it does illustrate a 
pattern of political repression by Museveni and his government. They are committed to peace, 
but also committed to maintaining their hold on the reins of power. There was little political 
violence, seemingly none when compared to his predecessors, to maintain this hold and the 
appeasement of those who would do the fighting seemed to prevent these groups from returning 
to armed conflict. Had individuals wanted to fight the government again, there were other groups 
still fighting and in need of the support. 
Ability to Sanction 
 There may be little incentive to implement the terms of a peace agreement if there are no 
negative consequences for not doing so. I discuss these consequences in terms of sanctions, 
specifically on behalf of the disarming group. They can originate from third parties or the group 
itself, and come in various forms such as violence, economic, or political pressures. The goal is 
to incentivize the other side, usually the government, to follow through and implement the 
agreements. Uganda primarily saw the ability to sanction through military integration and the 
presence of multiple insurgent groups. 
 During the civil wars against Amin and then Obote in the 1980’s, there were multiple 
groups fighting the government’s violent oppression. When the National Resistance Movement 
(NRM) resumed the conflict against Okello’s Military Council, it combined with several of those 
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 The NRM passed several laws limiting the opposition’s ability to compete prior to the 2001 presidential 
elections: 1997 Movement Act, 2000 Referendum Act, 2000 Presidential Election Act, and the Political Parties and 
Organizations Act. Similarly, the NRM passed several bills which limited the ability of NGOs to legally operate in 
Uganda (NGO Registration Act and the Anti-Terrorism Act), leading to even more diminished individual freedoms 
(Rubongoya 2009). 
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groups (see Table 5.7). As Museveni’s NRM gained power, he continued to bring the other 
armed groups under his authority and control, either by absorbing allied groups into the National 
Resistance Army (NRA) or integrating defeated rebel groups into the national military. While 
this gave Museveni some oversight over these other groups, it also provided them with the ability 
to defend themselves or sanction the government for not following through on its agreements. 
 Providing these former combatants with the ability to sanction actually increased the 
credible commitment of the NRM. Throughout Uganda’s limited number of regimes, the military 
has been used extensively to suppress opposition. The armed forces have also been responsible 
for several coups, including the one that gave Idi Amin his reign of terror. Furthermore, 
Museveni and the NRM were in a similar position following the Nairobi Agreement. As a rebel 
signatory of an agreement that was to integrate his forces into a new military, Museveni used his 
fighters to sanction the government for what he viewed as a continuation of status quo politics. 
This sanction led to the defeat of the Ugandan military and Museveni’s rise to the Presidency. 
He, most of all, should understand the potential effects of allowing former rebels to maintain 
arms in the employment of the military. 
 Throughout his presidency, Museveni’s government saw two main periods of multiple 
rebel groups (see Table 5.6). The first, in the mid to late 1980s, was in response to the new 
national military’s undisciplined actions in northern Uganda when they pursued the remainder of 
the Uganda National Liberation Army (UNLA) following the fall of Kampala. These included 
Uganda People’s Democratic Movement (UPDM), Holy Spirit Movement (HSM),and the Lord’s 
Resistance Army (LRA). The second group, a decade later, comprised West Nile Bank Front 
(WNBF), Allied Democratic Forces (ADF), Uganda National Rescue Front II (UNRF II), and the 
still-active LRA. 
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 Regardless of the military defeat of, or peace agreements with, these six major armed 
groups, those fighters not willing to give up their arms had options to continue their fighting. 
UPDM fighters who did agree to the peace after the Gulu Accords joined the LRA (Dagne 2010, 
Opongo 2013). Those UNRF II rebels not accepting of the Yumbe Agreement could join the 
ADF or the LRA to continue fighting. Many rebel fighters in Uganda experienced the same 
options as those fighting the government in Colombia: accept peace agreements and DDR 
processes or join a group that was still fighting. The major difference is that those accepting the 
agreement and DDR may also be given a job in the military and allowed to retain their ability to 
sanction. Either way, rebel fighters maintained some ability to sanction the government over 
current policies and possibly even coerce it to change. 
Third Party Complications 
 The presence of third party actors in the civil conflict in Uganda complicated both the 
conflict and the ensuing peace. While there was no third party security mechanism, in the form 
of peacekeepers,
108
 outside actors still played a role in the continuation and conclusion of 
violence in Uganda. For example, Tanzanian forces that helped remove Amin’s regime remained 
in Uganda to help train their military and provide security. Other third party actors’ actions 
included neighboring states’ support and bases for rebel groups to the International Criminal 
Court issuing warrants for Joseph Kony’s arrest. 
 The Allied Democratic Forces operated in the border region between DRC and Uganda. 
The ADF is an Islamic-based group attempting to impose Shari’a Law in Uganda 
(monusco.unmissions.org). Through most of the 1990s they were based and operated in 
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 The Nairobi Agreement cleared the way for outside assistance, in the form of Kenyan and Tanzanian 
peacekeepers, however, they would never make it to Uganda as Museveni and the NRA broke the agreement and 
took Kampala less than a month later (www.ucdp.uu.se 2014). 
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northwest Uganda, but moved to the DRC following intense military pressure. This move 
justified Uganda’s involvement in the Second Congo War, where they destroyed the ADF’s DRC 
bases and nearly wiped them out in 2002 (Furley 2006, Kiyaga-Nsubuga 2004, Rubongoya 
2009).
109
 Like the LRA, the ADF were scattered but not defeated. They were mostly inactive 
until 2007, when resumed fighting led to ceasefire and amnesty talks. They became inactive 
again until 2013 when they renewed their fight. However, they primarily operate within and 
terrorize the weakened DRC, but are slowly moving their operations back to Uganda.  
 Similarly, Sudan provided support to the LRA as a counter to the Ugandan support for 
the Sudan People’s Liberation Army’s (SPLA) fight for the independence of Southern Sudan 
(Opongo 2013, Strategic Survey 1995). However, both states repaired their relationship and, in 
2000, each agreed to stop funding insurgencies in the other’s country (Apuuli 2008, Furley 
2006). This led to a 2002 agreement in which Uganda was permitted to attack the LRA camps in 
Southern Sudan (Borzello 2009, Opongo 2013). While this destroyed their bases of operation, it 
spread out the LRA into smaller, marauding bands which invaded other regions of Uganda, 
Sudan, and the DRC (Apuuli 2008, Furley 2006). 
 Even though the LRA was driven from Ugandan territory following a military offensive 
in 2005 (Strategic Survey 2012), they still posed a threat to the region. Their terror tactics in 
South Sudan, Democratic Republic of Congo, and Central African Republic resulted in the 
displacement of nearly 400,000 people in those states (US House of Representatives 2011), the 
mending of relations between Uganda and Sudan, and the creation of an ad hoc regional 
approach. Uganda, South Sudan, DRC, and Central African Republic created a 5,000-strong 
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 The main reason Uganda entered the DRC was President Laurent Kabila’s failure to secure his border region and 
prevent insurgent attacks by Hutu fighters responsible for the Rwandan genocide (Strategic Survey 1998) . 
However, Uganda was accused of looting gold and other valuable minerals from DRC. The IJC ruled that Uganda 
had violated international law and required them to pay $10B to DRC (Rubongoya 2009). 
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African Union (AU)-led Regional Cooperation Initiative (RCI) against the LRA (Strategic 
Survey 2012). Operation Lighting Thunder, a joint military operation, was launched to find 
Joseph Kony (Dagne 2010, Strategic Survey 2009, US Senate 2009). As a result, the LRA 
dispersed even more, but they continue to terrorize the region, causing problems as far as Central 
African Republic, but no longer in northern Uganda. 
 As with most civil conflicts, the resulting peace is dependent on the social aspects of 
justice and forgiveness. The idea of revenge or retributive justice may appeal to some victims as 
well as the government, but it doesn’t promote a lasting peace. In fact, it may actually prolong 
the conflict as it maintains social and psychological divisions between combatants in addition to 
civilian victims and their aggressors. Opongo (2013) argues that inclusion and nation building 
solves wars and that ceasefires must reconcile retributive justice with restorative justice.  
 This was a problem getting the LRA to the table. In late 2003, Museveni invited the 
International Criminal Court (ICC) to investigate the LRA atrocities and the Court eventually 
signed out arrest warrants for Joseph Kony and several of the LRA’s top figures (Furley 2006). 
This act – while in keeping with Museveni’s hard line against rebels – made it difficult for the 
rebel leadership to trust the government or negotiate with them while these warrants were in 
effect by third party actors. This did not promote inclusion or reconciliation, both of which are 
necessary to create an environment of lasting peace and both of which require institutional 
change. The ICC became a third party actor and applied pressure on the LRA’s leadership. 
 Other international actors provided aid and other forms of support. For example, the US 
passed the Lord’s Resistance Army Disarmament and Northern Uganda Recovery Act in 2009 to 
promote economic and social reconstruction, stabilization, transitional justice, reconciliation, and 
a lasting peace. The US goals in Uganda are to provide political, economic, military, and 
166 
 
intelligence support to protect civilians, apprehend or remove Kony and/or his commanders, 
disarm and demobilize the LRA, and provide targeted humanitarian assistance (US Senate 2009). 
The US is trying to remove both the immediate problem (Kony and an armed LRA) and the 
underlying systemic issues with reconstruction and stability measures. To achieve this, the US 
sent approximately 100 special operations troops to augment the AU-led RCI aimed at capturing 
Kony (Strategic Survey 2012). In additional to the economic aid, the capture of Joseph Kony 
would provide a much needed psychological transition away from fear of terror attacks and 
toward reconciliation and reconstruction for Uganda and the region.    
 Other third party actors important to alleviating some of Uganda’s systemic problems are 
NGOs – especially international NGOs (INGOs). As a result of globalization and porous African 
borders, trans-state societies are developing. A benefit to these post-conflict areas, however, is 
the resulting development of transnational knowledge networks, global and regional policies to 
provide public goods, and transnational advocacy coalitions (Guinane & Sazawa 2009). The 
ability for a globalized world to address the needs of a civil conflict is facilitated through the 
expertise and logistics of these international groups.  
 INGOs play a major role in most post-conflict societies by advocating on behalf of 
marginalized communities and societal groups, providing human rights monitoring and 
humanitarian assistance, and contributing to the development of individual skills and the 
reconstruction of communities. According to Rigby (2006), civil society organizations and 
groups (CSOGs) – of which NGOs are a part – help facilitate conflict transformation and 
reconciliation.  
 In mid-2002, there was a strong push from NGOs and INGOs for peace talks (Furley 
2006). Specific to the fight in northern Uganda, several NGOs were established to help facilitate 
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the reintegration of soldiers, especially child soldiers, to their families and communities 
(Borzello 2009). These groups provided community healing, trauma counseling, and help coping 
during the resettlement of former fighters. While this did not have an immediate effect on the 
conflict between the government and LRA, it did signal society’s desire and acceptance of a 
negotiated settlement. Additionally, it bolstered the talks with UNRF II, leading to an agreement 
at the end of the year.  
 NGOs in Uganda have been challenged by Museveni’s consolidation of power at the 
expense of NGO access, especially following the War on Terror. Museveni has limited INGO 
activity, forcing some to leave the country, by demanding greater accountability from them 
(Strategic Survey 1997). Due to asset freezing and vague definitions regarding an “association 
with terrorists”, the War on Terror has negatively affected NGOs’ ability to provide charity and 
advocacy (Guinane & Sazawa 2009), especially following the passage of the 2006 NGO 
Registration Act (Amendment) and 2002 Anti-Terrorism Act (Rubongoya 2009). This is even 
more troubling when coupled with the fact that northern Uganda relief work in the 1990s and 
early 2000s was left to NGOs to complete (Furley 2006). The government began fulfilling its end 
of the peace agreements following the Yumbe Agreement in 2002 and the unsigned Juba 
Accords in 2008. 
 As it stands now, most of the money for reconstruction and assistance in the north comes 
from the army, NGOs, central government, donors, and an extensive Acholi diaspora (Shaw & 
Mbabazi 2008). The US has contributed tens of millions of dollars in aid to both northern 
Uganda and the surrounding states as a result of the 2009 Lord’s Resistance Army Disarmament 
and Northern Uganda Recovery Act (US House of Representatives 2011, US Senate 2009).  
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 While other countries have also sent aid to help rebuild and stabilize the region, the 
challenge is the Ugandan economy which has become dependent on the external assistance, 
which makes up between 40-50% of Uganda’s GDP (Dagne 2010, Furley 2006). Until recently, 
this economic support has not been tied to any tangible results in economic, political, or human 
rights spheres as poverty and a lack of basic services is still widespread (Furley 2006). Donor 
countries need to hold the Ugandan government accountable to international norms of human 
rights and equality. This can be accomplished through the use of CSOGs/NGOs to serve as a 
watchdog, advocate, and provider of services. 
 Uganda has made some progress in addressing the underlying systemic problems that 
ignited civil violence against the state. The economy has improved, but still relies heavily on an 
agricultural economy and foreign aid. Political reforms have made the process more inclusive, 
but corruption and election tampering haunt the Museveni government. The military has become 
more disciplined and inclusive – defeating several insurgencies, pushing the LRA out of Uganda, 
and limiting the ADF’s activity – but there is still easy access to weapons and some insecurity 
remains. The integration of rebel groups into the government and military has had a positive 
effect on the peace duration in Uganda. While Museveni seems to use the integration to 
consolidate his power and remove opposing elites, the new UPDF has provided increased 
security and stability over the last three decades in a challenging environment. Uganda needs to 
address the culture of guns while providing further political, physical, and economic security. 
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Comparison 
 Uganda and Colombia are similar cases. They were both a result of imperial powers 
creating colonies. Both countries have multiple groups based on ethnic, religious, economic, and 
linguistic characteristics. Both governments supported paramilitaries while they fought multiple 
insurgent groups and both are still fighting groups today. However, there are also differences. 
Uganda was granted independence peacefully while Colombia fought to gain their independence. 
Uganda also experienced several government-changing insurgencies and coups.
110
 This section 
looks at the similarities and differences with respect to the causal logic theories of credible 
commitment, security fears, ability to sanction, and third party challenges. I also briefly discuss 
how the causal factors in these cases support or contradict my hypotheses. 
 Regarding some of the underlying grievances, both Colombia and Uganda implemented 
single party politics. While these were not permanent political processes, they did result in 
political marginalization and repression of other groups. The Conservative-Liberal struggle led to 
a norm of political violence in Colombia and the birth of the National Front. Those groups not 
included in the National Front, relying on the accepted norm, used political violence as the only 
way to participate in politics and get their voices heard. In Uganda, Obote’s UPC violently 
repressed any opposition. Obote’s eventual ouster, Amin, followed suit and ran the country as a 
dictator, murdering thousands. Even Museveni’s NRM marginalized groups and limited their 
political space, though not nearly as badly as his predecessors. These actions provided plenty of 
grievances to mobilize armed opposition as those out of power in both countries feared for their 
physical security. 
 In an effort to bring rebel groups to the table, both governments used varying levels of 
amnesty to target the groups’ members while continuing to pressure the rebel organizations with 
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military action. Rebels in both Uganda and Colombia took advantage of the offers. Additionally, 
both cases involved some degree of political integration in addition to DDR processes. However, 
in both cases, the established elites co-opted the new groups in order to defend their political 
power. Uganda saw the imprisonment, harassment, and murder of rebel elites. In Colombia, the 
establishment focused on assassination of any rebels participating in the political process. 
 In Colombia, the consolidation of power by the established elites should have reduced the 
credible commitment of subsequent groups promised political integration, but it did not. As there 
was no military integration or peacekeeping force to generate any security for disarming rebels, 
the government had very little credibility or commitment to the peace agreements. All they could 
offer was political integration and a promise of security by the government. Given the historical 
use of political violence and the political environment that rebels were attempting to join, the 
promise of security was an impossible task. 
 The optimism by the disarming rebels was likely due to the current environment when 
negotiating for peace. The political and social environment may have been ripe for peace and 
integration. Colombia saw a swell of popular support for peace and reintegration of rebels and 
the demobilized groups saw some success at the poles. The political elites, however, did all they 
could to keep their power, including perpetrating political violence. This lack of security 
demonstrated that the Colombian government’s credible commitment to peace was low, 
especially when compared to that of the government of Uganda. 
 In Uganda, the environment played a role again. The rebel groups were under heavy 
military pressure and negotiations seemed like a beneficial reprieve. Additionally, the groups’ 
member desires for peace may have overwhelmed the rebel elites’ mistrust of the established 
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political elites’ ability to obstruct them from power. The rebel elites likely also overestimated 
their ability to remobilize their fighters once they completed the DDR program.  
 Disarmed rebels were given power-sharing opportunities in both the government and the 
military. Museveni’s government had a record of inclusion dating back to the Resistance 
Councils employed in the territory they controlled during the civil war. This demonstrated a 
willingness of the group and its leader to involve those they hoped to govern and this concept of 
inclusion transferred to their running of the government once they took Kampala. 
 Given the history of military coups in Uganda, the decision to create a new national 
military with the Ugandan National Liberation Front (UNLF) and military integration with 
subsequent groups also contributed to the credible commitment of the government. Museveni’s 
credibility to agreements early in his rule led later groups to trust in his desire for peace and 
agreement implementation, especially with respect to the military integration.  
 The military integration produced longer term security and stability and removed the 
availability opportunity to resume fighting. Stability was improved even more with the creation 
of a new national military as it gave rebel leaders some control over the national military while 
generating self-security for the former fighters. Museveni consistently worked to bring rebel 
groups back into the government; however, he continued to target rebel elites that might 
challenge his rule. 
 The self-security generated by Uganda’s new national military and the subsequent 
military integration of former rebels greatly reduced the fears of the demobilized groups. They 
were able to retain a small portion of their fighters as members of the national military, 
remaining armed to defend the group if necessary. Following DDR, the majority of rebel fighters 
had little to fear for their physical security. Between reintegration packages and Museveni’s 
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improvements to the economic conditions in Uganda, the security for disarmed combatants was 
enhanced even more for demobilized fighters. The rebel elites, though, did have concerns about 
Museveni’s consolidation of power.  
 Museveni has reduced the ability to compete politically of certain elites that pose a threat 
to his rule by imprisoning them under charges of treason, passing bills restricting their ability to 
mobilize followers, and possibly through murder or disappearance. Additionally, he was able to 
convince Parliament to rescind the presidential term limit, providing him the possibility of an 
endless rule. Ugandan presidential elections (1996, 2001, 2006, 2011, and 2016) have all resulted 
in victory for Yoweri Museveni and the National Resistance Movement (NRM), but are 
consistently tarnished with accusations of rigging, violence, and other unfair practices generating 
a significant advantage for the incumbent.
111
 
  Similarly, Colombian political elites and other armed groups created an environment of 
fear for former fighters attempting to join the political process. The complexity of the Colombian 
conflict, made even more so by the narcotics influence, made security a primary issue with rebel 
groups. The FARC never disarmed during their peace agreement in 1984 in an attempt to 
maintain their security. M-19 was aware of extrajudicial violence following amnesty long before 
they signed any agreements with the government. In fact, that led to their exit from their 1984 
peace agreement. Paramilitary groups were a constant threat, as demonstrated by their 
devastation of the FARC’s Patriotic Union (UP) political group and the continued violence 
against other demobilized fighters. As a result of the DDR process, these victims had no way to 
defend themselves or force the government to create a secure environment. The security fear was 
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crushed by the police and military, leaving about 36 people dead and scores arrested (Strategic Survey 2012). 
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real and effectively removed the majority of disarmed fighters from any power-sharing or 
influence over the government’s actions. 
 While there was acceptance of reintegration, not all rebel groups received equal support, 
contributing to security fears from the population into which they were reintegrating. The tactics 
of the United Self Defense Forces (AUC) in Colombia and the Lord’s Resistance Army (LRA) in 
Uganda resulted in longer conflict durations as the communities did not welcome reintegration of 
those fighters. Reintegrating AUC or LRA fighters were concerned about their safety in the local 
communities based on the atrocities their group committed during the conflict.  
 In Colombia, political equity and access, in addition to human rights equality, opened the 
political space for reintegration. Uganda’s civil support stemmed from a combination of war 
fatigue and the NRM’s focus on nationalism coupled with their attempt to remove tribal and 
religious associations to political parties. The peace in Colombia was a result of bottom-up 
pressures and resulted in a high fear for security due to continued prevalence of political 
violence. The peace in Uganda was driven by the government’s top-down pressures (military 
action and peace offerings) and resulted in a much lower security fear as a result of political and 
military power-sharing.  
 In addition to the political violence in Colombia, former rebel groups struggled to 
transition to political parties as the political elites managed to reduce the rebels’ influence and 
political power. This removed the ability to sanction the government through legitimate political 
mechanisms, leaving only violence as a means to influence the government. Rarely did the rebels 
leave the agreement and take up arms against the government under their previous banner. 
 Many fighters joined other groups still perpetrating violence on the government in an 
attempt to maintain their physical and economic security while coercing the political elites. 
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There was always the option to join the FARC or National Liberation Army (ELN), the only two 
anti-government groups continuing their insurgencies through the study’s entire time period. In 
addition, the AUC, massive drug cartels, and armed criminal gangs were also an option as a 
means to sanction the government and ensure economic security, depending on the time period.  
 The lack of military integration in Colombia’s case, its limited political power-sharing 
options, and the few anti-government armed group options results in a relatively limited ability 
to sanction the government in Colombia. This becomes even more restrictive once the FARC 
undergoes its DDR program. As the political violence has already resumed in advance of their 
political participation, the disarmed rebel fighters will have few avenues to sanction the 
government for its lack of security. 
 In contrast, Uganda has integrated rebel group members and elites into all levels of the 
government and the military. The resulting peace and security following the peace agreements 
with Museveni’s government coupled with direct military pressure has seen an end to major 
armed rebel groups and the resulting wide-spread violence. There is a political avenue to voice 
grievances, as long as there is little threat to Museveni’s hold on the head of state position. If that 
fails, there is the possibility of military action by those former rebels integrated into the national 
military. Uganda seems to be more successful at providing various avenues to sanction the 
government, including a military option. 
 The improved commitment credibility of Museveni, reduced fear for physical security, 
and the former rebels’ increased ability to sanction the government, resulted in a more stable and 
durable peace in Uganda. DDR in Colombia resulted in very limited security or ability to 
sanction, continuing the status quo of political violence. Uganda’s new national military and 
consistent response to rebels increased the government’s credible commitment to the peace 
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process, which was instrumental to reach agreements with later rebel groups. This greater power-
sharing provision may even be more effective than simple military integration, although both 
address security fears and provide an ability to sanction. Uganda’s new national military helped 
provide stability in the country following the conflict. Table 5.8 restates the applicable 
hypotheses for these cases and provides a brief description of support garnered from this case 
comparison. 
Table 5.8: Military Integration without Peacekeepers Hypotheses 
Hyp Description Support 
1C 
The combination of DDR and military integration provisions decreases the likelihood 
of conflict renewal more than DDR alone 
Supported 
2A Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement failure Supported 
3 
Military integration provisions have a lower relative risk of peace agreement failure 
than peacekeeping provisions 
Establishing Baseline 
4A 
Provisions which create new national militaries should have a lower relative risk of 
peace agreement failure than DDR 
Limited Support 
4B 
Provisions which create new national militaries should have a lower relative risk of 
peace agreement failure than military integration 
Limited Support 
 In conclusion, there is evidence in this case comparison that military integration is more 
effective than DDR in promoting a durable peace. It provides a more substantial credible 
commitment on behalf of the government, reduces the security fear more, and provides alternate 
avenues for sanctioning the government. These causal processes are effective in supporting the 
hypotheses. The next chapter looks at the effect of military integration coincidental with 
peacekeeping forces. 
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CHAPTER 6: MILITARY INTEGRATION WITH PEACEKEEPERS 
Once you are in, because of the chaos created from outside, you become 
undemocratic in the preservation of power. It is almost like the survival of the 
fittest.  
– Charles Taylor (2000) 
 The previous chapter compared two cases that did not involve the security mechanism of 
a peacekeeping force. The analysis focused on the role that integrating rebel forces played on the 
peace duration following the signing of a peace agreement. The desires of rebel group members 
and elites for security – both personal and economic – in the post-conflict environment framed 
the comparison while looking for additional explanations for durable peace.  
 This chapter performs a similar case comparison between Liberia and neighboring Sierra 
Leone, to determine the role of military integration. However, these cases are also affected by the 
potential security brought about by external forces, namely Nigerian-led ECOMOG (Economic 
Community of West African States Monitoring Group)
112
 forces and UN peacekeeping missions. 
While the Liberian case was chosen as an example of DDR and peacekeeping in the 1990s, it 
also contained an example of military integration in the form of a new national military 
following the second civil war (see Table 3.6 in Chapter 3). 
 This chapter strives to distinguish between the ability of an external force to provide the 
same personal security as a military integration of rebel groups. I expect that the military 
integration in Sierra Leone following the 2001 Abuja Agreement will provide a more durable 
peace than what resulted from Liberia’s 1996 Abuja Agreement, which did not integrate the 
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177 
 
rebels. Furthermore, Liberia’s 2003 Accra Agreements, calling for a new national military, 
should result in longer peace durations than the previous 1996 Abuja Agreement. 
 Chapter 3 discusses how the causal processes link security mechanisms to a durable 
peace outcome. These durable effects are created by credible commitment problems, security 
fears, the ability to sanction, and complications from third parties. The specific causal 
mechanism for each agreement influences the processes differently. I continue to focus on the 
military integration mechanism, but this chapter introduces its interaction with peacekeeping 
forces. 
 This chapter discusses the various influences brought to bear on the peace process by 
peacekeeping forces. As the majority of ceasefire and subsequent peace agreements call for some 
degree of disarmament and demobilization of armed rebel groups, a security dilemma grips the 
newly disarmed group. While they may trust their opponent (usually the state) enough to disarm, 
they still fear that the state will use their newly acquired position of advantage to renegotiate the 
terms of the peace or simply remove the rebel group by force. Peacekeepers should be able to 
increase security to disarming combatants similar to what they might achieve if they were 
integrated into the national military. Bringing in third party troops to maintain the peace would 
also improve the government’s commitment to the peace process as it would be unlikely that the 
state would attack another country’s troops or those that the troops are protecting. There is also 
the potential for the third party to sanction the government if it violated the terms. 
 The challenge is that peacekeepers, by their external nature, are part of an international 
process that is restricted by time, money, capacity, and resources. As the Liberia case 
demonstrates, ECOMOG was limited by funding, equipment, and manning shortfalls brought 
about by the domestic and international politics of the regional members (Mutwol 2009). Not all 
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peacekeeping forces are created equal, and not all peacekeepers have the same training and level 
of professionalism. This results in varying levels of security for a post-conflict countries, with 
the security usually focused near the capital or other large urban areas (see Townsen & Reeder 
2014). Eventually, these peacekeepers will leave and the stability of the state will be left to the 
locals. If rebel groups are integrated as part of the solution, they have a greater stake in the 
ensuing peace and stability. If they are not, they have a chance to increase their spoils when the 
peacekeepers leave and will likely benefit by if the peacekeepers leave before they complete 
their mission. 
 The following two cases are very similar. In fact, the causes of their conflicts are 
connected. While Liberia’s first civil war (1989-1990) began before Sierra Leone’s (1991-2002), 
the unsecured borders, regional politics, vast natural resources, and related ethnic groups led to a 
spread of conflict from Liberia to several neighboring states, including Sierra Leone. Not only 
did Charles Taylor, head of the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL), begin the first 
Liberian civil war, but he also funded the Revolutionary United Front (RUF), which started the 
nearly 11-year civil war in neighboring Sierra Leone. 
 Both cases included outside interventions with peace enforcement mandates from 
ECOMOG and the UN. The international forces were there not to keep the peace. They were 
there to coerce the NPFL (and other Liberian rebel groups) and the RUF to stop fighting. The 
peace enforcement missions met with varying levels of success based on many factors. Both 
countries also signed multiple peace agreements with rebels; in my dataset of 44 countries, only 
three states signed more than Liberia’s 12 agreements. Both countries also experienced failed 
peace and a resumption of violence. 
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 The factors of successful interventions will be addressed through application of the focus 
areas discussed in the previous chapter: groups and the government, peace agreements, and top-
down and bottom-up pressures. Top-down factors involve variables related to the state, inter-
state region, or international community, such as the limited capacity of ECOMOG in Liberia 
and, to a lesser degree, in Sierra Leone. Bottom-up factors are those which come from society, 
local groups, and NGOs. In Sierra Leone, the civil society groups were able to resist military 
coups and rebel group leaders to ensure elections occurred in 1996 and involved only civilian 
candidates and political parties (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009).  
 This chapter seeks to challenge Walter’s (1997) claim that a third party guarantor relieves 
the security fear and credible commitment problem. Do third parties matter in promoting a 
durable peace? Do they provide a more lasting peace than military integration following security 
sector reform? Comparing the cases of Liberia and Sierra Leone should help illuminate those 
answers. 
Liberia 
 Liberia, like Colombia and Uganda in the previous chapter, is a country that has 
experienced civil conflict between the government and multiple rebel groups. The fighting 
ended, and a peace agreement – included in the quantitative dataset – was signed (see Table 6.1). 
In Liberia’s case, sixteen peace agreements were signed between the government and the nine 
major rebel groups involved in both Liberian civil wars. However, one of the factors of peace in 
Liberia was the presence of a peacekeeping force, in the form of ECOMOG, with a mandate to 
force the rebel groups to the table. That regional peacekeeping force was later replaced by a UN 
force. 
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 Liberia is an interesting case of a civil conflict for control of the government, having 
commonalities with both Colombia and Uganda. Like Colombia, Liberia saw rebel groups form 
to fight the main rebel opponent of the government. This was likely due to the vast amounts of 
territory controlled by Charles Taylor’s NPFL and the ECOMOG force controlling the capital. 
While not allied with the government, these groups had similar goals of defeating the NPFL. 
However, they still wanted a seat at the table and a share of the government when the peace 
negotiations took place.  
Table 6.1: Case Study Comparison 
Country – Rebels 
Peace Agreement (PA) Date 
Conflict Start Conflict End 
PA 
Duration 
(months) 
PA 
Fail 
Dyad 
PAs 
PKO 
Military 
Integration 
PKO & Mil 
Integration 
Liberia – INPFL 
10/24/1990 
12/26/1989 9/10/1990 1.15 N 1 Y N N 
Liberia – INPFL, NPFL 
2/13/1991 
12/26/1989 9/10/1990 0.99 Y 4 Y N N 
Liberia – INPFL, NPFL 
8/17/1996 
12/26/1989 9/10/1990 184.60 N 9 Y N N 
Liberia – LURD, MODEL 
8/18/2003 
5/31/2000 8/18/2003 100.50 N 2 Y Y Y 
Note: Conflict start and end dates taken from the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). Per 
Capita GDP Capacity and Polity Capacity taken from the highest value in the time period beginning 5 years before the conflict start date and 
ending at the peace agreement date. Average Annual Battle Deaths is the average number of battle deaths per year divided by 100.  
 As in Uganda, ethnicity was used in Liberia to mobilize different factions. Even though 
that was not the cause of the conflict, it certainly served to prolong it. There was also a cult of 
personality surrounding Charles Taylor, similar to that of Joseph Kony, although with very 
different results. Additionally, the NPFL, like the NRM, eventually took control of the state. 
Though, it was through elections (and not by force) following the signing of a peace agreement. 
However, not much changed – unlike in Uganda – and a second civil war resulted in the defeat 
and exile of Taylor. The UN peacekeeping force was the only obstacle keeping the new rebels 
out of the capital. Liberia also has multiple peace agreements for two different conflicts, 
facilitating a with-in case study as well as the case comparison.  
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 Once the conflict began, there were significant challenges for the intervening ECOMOG 
forces. Specifically, they needed the consent or coercion of Liberian factions that were necessary 
to the disarmament process; a diversification of ECOMOG and neutrality among the combatants; 
and international (US, UN, and EU) logistical and financial support for DDR and elections 
(Adebajo 2002). It wasn’t until ECOMOG met these challenges that they could adequately 
address the causes of conflict and bring the parties to a peace agreement. 
 This section will follow the framework of the previous case studies, looking at the 
conflict background, the predominant armed groups and the government, peace agreements, 
bottom-up and top-down conditions, and a summary.  
Conflict Background 
 Black American and Caribbean settlers, who began arriving along Liberia’s coast twenty-
five years earlier, declared Liberian independence on 26 July 1847 (Adebajo 2002). These 
former slaves – characterized as Americo-Liberian – represented a mere 5% of the population113, 
but established Africa’s first single-party state that excluded and oppressed the 16 “up-country” 
indigenous ethnic groups (Adebajo 2002, Cleaver & Massey 2006, Harris 2012, Mutwol 
2009).
114
 As expected, the oligarchy’s repression created divisions and resentment between the 
indigenous people and the settlers. In the end, the Americo-Liberian’s corrupt, nepotistic True 
Whig Party made it very difficult for indigenous people to gain wealth or power, furthering the 
social and political divisions.  
                                                          
113
 Harris describes the Americo-Liberian superiority as resembling that of British colonizers (2012). 
114
 Americo-Liberian control led to the forcible recruitment of indigenes to Americo-Liberian plantations, heavy 
taxes on the locals with no taxes on settlers, public beatings and executions by the TWP, and the requisition of 
crops and livestock by corrupt TWP officials (Adebajo 2002). 
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 This inequality and resentment laid the foundations for civil strife and, eventually, violent 
conflict. Regardless of attempted reforms (see Adebajo 2002), the Americo-Liberian base and 
TWP elites maintained the one-party system.  The TWP denied the oppressed indigenes any 
access to the political machinery with which they might improve their situation
115
 and 
institutionalized a wealth disparity, adding to the anger and resentment making violent change 
more likely.  
 During the severe economic crisis in the mid-1970s, the rice riots sparked the beginning 
of the end for the True Whig Party. In April 1979, the Progressive Alliance of Liberians (PAL)
116
 
organized a 2,000-strong march against the government’s proposed 50% tax on rice117, turning 
into a riot after thousands more responded when police fired into the crowds (Adebajo 2002, 
Mutwol 2009).
118
 The riots created a small opening for civil groups like PAL and MOJA 
(Movement for Justice in Africa)
119
 to mobilize the population and apply pressure on the Tolbert 
regime and gain some political concessions.
120
  
 The disparity, resentment, and anger were not just limited to the Liberian civilian sector, 
but it spread to the Armed Forces of Liberia (AFL). Americo-Liberians dominated AFL 
leadership positions and wage increases disproportionately benefited them (Adebajo 2002). In 
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 Suffrage was based on property taxes which privileged land owners, Americo-Liberians, over the indigenous 
non-owners (Harris 2012). 
116
 PAL was founded in 1975 by Liberian students in US and consisted largely of Liberian students, unemployed 
Monrovian workers, and small-scale rural farmers. They wanted rapid political reform, pragmatic African socialism, 
and more radical foreign policy to the rest of Africa (Adebajo 2002). 
117
 The tax came at the same time that the government was spending $200M to host the Organization of African 
Unity’s (OAU) June summit (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009). 
118 The riots were only quelled after Tolbert brought in 700 Guinean soldiers, suspended habeas corpus, granted 
himself emergency powers, and arrested 33 PAL leaders for treason
118
 (Adebajo 2002).  
119
 MOJA was founded in 1973 by lecturers and students at the University of Liberia. It acted as a pressure group by 
appealing to the middle class for strikes and work slowdowns. It also called for nationalization of major economic 
enterprises, the confiscation of illegal Whig oligarchy landholdings, and the punishment of government corruption 
(Adebajo 2002). 
120 In August 1979, MOJA challenged TWP for mayor of Monrovia and PAL was allowed to create a political party, 
the Progressive People’s Party (PPP), in 1980 (Adebajo 2002).  
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March 1980, officers and enlisted members considered sympathetic to the opposition, especially 
the PAL, were arrested (Adebajo 2002). Any sense of economic and physical security for those 
military members who were not Americo-Liberian or aligned with the TWP was gone. The 
arrests resulted in a coup by 17 low-ranking members of the AFL, led by Master-Sergeant 
Samuel Doe (an ethnic Krahn), who stormed the Executive Mansion in Monrovia and 
assassinated the president and 26 other occupants on 12 April 1980 (Adebajo 2002, Cleaver & 
Massey 2006, Mutwol 2009).
121
 Ending the True Whig Party’s century-long domination of 
Liberian politics, wealth, and services, it initially gave the indigenes hope that their situation was 
going to improve.  
 In reality, the politically inexperienced Doe and less educated coup members were unable 
to address many of the underlying grievances dealing with political and economic access. In 
1980, 4% of Liberians owned over 60% of the wealth and Liberia was dependent on the US, who 
provided 1/3 of Liberia’s total revenue by 1986 (Adebajo 2002).122 In an attempt to stabilize the 
regime and prevent a collapse of the economy, Doe integrated some Americo-Liberians (due to 
their education, political experience, and control of wealth) and ethnic Mandingos (who 
dominated transportation and rural retail sectors) into his government, released all political 
prisoners, returned confiscated property, and encouraged those that fled to return (Adebajo 
2002). The international community isolated Liberia from participating in the OAU, ECOWAS, 
Mano River Union, and African Development Bank in response to the coup (Adebajo 2002).
123
 
Not only did this further increase Liberia’s dependence on the US, but it made the regional 
security situation more complicated.  
                                                          
121
 The leaders also declared martial law and suspended the constitution (Strategic Survey 1980). 
122
 52% of Liberian revenue produced by two US firms, Firestone and Liberian Iron Mining Company (Adebajo 
2002). 
123
 Only Guinea maintained a diplomatic relationship with Doe’s Liberia because they needed access to Freeport 
(Adebajo 2002). 
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 Domestically, it was Doe’s desire for political (which equated to economic) and physical 
security that guided his actions. Doe ensured his security by eliminating all potential rivals 
through assassinations,
124
 forced exile, or arrests and by oppressing any group challenging his 
rule (especially students and journalists) with various forms of human rights abuses (Adebajo 
2002).
125
 This served to improve the security of PRC elites and Doe, but did very little to address 
the True Whig Party’s legacy of precluding peaceful dissent of the government. According to 
Harris (2012), the weak and inexperienced PRC was unable to maintain the patron-client 
relationship that made the TWP successful, and they were forced to rely on violence as the only 
way to maintain control, creating more grievances against his government.  
 Doe and the PRC were ill-equipped and seemingly unwilling to change the TWP-initiated 
atmosphere of political repression and elite economic consolidation. Doe did not create equality; 
he was only able to change the benefactors of the political machine and create an environment of 
Krahn oppression. Krahns filled strategic positions in the armed forces as well as a 
disproportionate number of Cabinet positions (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009). Revenue from 
logging and fuel concession, as well as US food assistance, went into Doe’s private funds which 
helped fund political patronage (Adebajo 2002).
126
 
 There was some hope that Doe would make the necessary changes to move Liberia into 
democracy. He released the imprisoned PAL leaders and invited them to join his government.
127
 
                                                          
124
 Doe assassinated 13 senior government officials just ten days after taking power and had over 50 challengers 
killed within four years and expelled or arrested any others (Adebajo 2002). Members of his own People’s 
Redemption Council were not safe from his aggression – the PRC Vice Chairman and four cabinet members were 
executed after they united to push a revisionist agenda (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1981).  
125
 Doe banned any political activity, instituted a curfew, and made limited military reforms (Adebajo 2002, Harris 
2012, Mutwol 2009). 
126
 The number of public sector employees tripled in four years as the state became a cash cow for Doe and his 
“supporters”. Doe and PRC elites stole an estimated $300 million in public funds by the end of his rule (Adebajo 
2002). 
127
 Doe’s cabinet included four PAL members, three from MOJA, and three former Tolbert ministers in an attempt 
at a broad base of support (Adebajo 2002). 
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Following the 1984 national constitutional referendum, Doe replaced the Redemption Council 
with a National Assembly (Strategic Survey 1984). Unfortunately for the people of Liberia, Doe 
had no desire to give up control. Nothing had really changed from the days of the TWP. This 
continued to embarrass the US, which pressured Doe for democratization.
128
  
 Doe called for, and contested as the head of the National Democratic Party of Liberia 
(NDPL), elections in October 1985 (Harris 2002). Doe and the NDPL did everything they could 
to ensure their political survival, including rigging the 1985 elections.
129
 When that didn’t work, 
Doe stopped the count and hand-picked a group to accomplish an ‘official count’ of the ballots, 
resulting in an NDPL victory and a threat of punishment to anyone speaking out against the 
results (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). 
 The undemocratic process surrounding the 1985 election only worsened the situation in 
Liberia. In response to the stolen election, exiled former AFL general, Thomas Quiwonkpa (an 
ethnic Gio) led a coup from Sierra Leone to install the rightful winner and fellow Gio (Mutwol 
2009).
130
 Unfortunately for Quiwonkpa, Doe was able to mobilize the Krahn-dominated 1
st
 
Infantry Battalion and defeat the coup, executing Quiwonkpa (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). Doe 
then purged the army of ethnic Nimbas, Gios, and Manos in addition to the massacre of an 
estimated 3,000 Gios and Manos in Nimba County (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009), 
setting the stage for further ethnic rivalries. These events incited the ethnic tensions to conflict 
for the next two decades. 
 Further complicating the situation, Doe was unable to rectify the economic problems and 
human rights abuses, which led international organizations to avoid helping Doe. In 1986, the 
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 The US gave Doe’s regime $500 million in US aid over the first five years of the PRC. Doe eventually broke 
relations with the USSR in 1985 (Harris 2012). 
129
 There was no US reaction to the events surrounding the rigged election (Harris 2012). 
130
 Quiwonkpa first entered Nimba County to rally soldiers loyal to him (Harris 2012). 
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International Monetary Fund (IMF) denied access to special drawing rights and the World Bank 
stopped loaning money to Liberia, resulting in eventual default on current loans and the US 
ceasing military and economic assistance in May 1989 (Adebajo 2002). Liberia was failing. The 
economic situation was getting worse. There were new ethnic tensions aggravated by the 
government and military. International support had dried up. 
 In this atmosphere, a player re-emerged from abroad. Charles Taylor, a middle-class 
Americo-Liberian and former TWP and PRC official, and his National Patriotic Front of Liberia 
(NPFL) left Cote d’Ivoire for Nimba County in December 1989 with 168 men (Adebajo 2002, 
Cleaver & Massey 2006, Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). Due to the ethnic divisions, Taylor easily 
rallied Gios and Manos before marching on Monrovia. Taylor, supported by Libya and Cote 
d’Ivoire, presented the NPFL as an extension of Quiwonkpa’s coup and attracted Krahns and 
Mandingos as they marched (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012).  
 The AFL responded by attacking civilians and villages in an attempt to contain the 
rebellion, but were unable to stop the NPFL’s advance on Monrovia. The NPFL eventually 
established hegemony over 95% of the country and only the Nigeria-based ECOMOG 
deployment in August 1990 kept Taylor from taking Monrovia (Harris 2012). By the time of the 
intervention, there were nearly 450,000 Liberian refugees in Guinea, Cote d’Ivoire, and Sierra 
Leone in addition to several hundred thousand internally displaced people (Adebajo 2002). The 
first of two civil wars was just beginning. 
 The conflict began due to a combination of repression by the political elite and a growing 
wealth and services disparity. Ethnic tensions only served to prolong the conflict and mobilize 
support. What were the reasons for a military intervention? In the post-Cold War environment, 
there was little interest in African problems by the international community, especially the 
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developed Western states, forcing African leaders to solve their own problems. Additionally, 
Adebajo (2002) argues that Nigeria’s military government had aspirations to create a Pax 
Nigeriana in the region. The Nigerian president, General Babangida, had a desire to leave a mark 
on Nigerian history and risked his image as well as that of the Nigerian military to enhance their 
international status and prove their worth (Adebajo 2002). Nigerians would get plenty of 
opportunity to prove their worth, both politically and militarily over the next 13 years. 
The Group and the Government 
 The first Liberian civil war saw Charles Taylor and the NPFL
131
 control the vast majority 
of Liberian territory and natural resources. The NPFL, supported by Cote d’Ivoire, Libya, and 
Burkina Faso, created a commercially-based state with a capital at Gbarnga and controlled a 
force estimated at 10,000 fighters by the end of May 1990 (Adebajo 2002).
132
 Taylor’s quasi-
state was able to exploit timber and minerals from territory under NPFL control and export it to 
Europe and other African countries, generating millions per year in income to support the 
conflict (Adebajo 2002, Strategic Survey 1992).  
 Taylor and the NPFL had both economic and physical security as well as some level of 
political security in their parallel government in Gbarnga.
133
 Because of these securities, there 
was little incentive for Taylor to negotiate or give up arms. Charles Taylor had no clearly defined 
ideological identity outside his political ambitions. The only incentive to disarm at this time 
would have been a chance to become president of Liberia. On July 28, 1990, he declared himself 
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 The NPFL was founded by Thomas Quiwonkpa before his coup attempt in 1985 (Adebajo 2002). 
132
 In contrast, Liberia’s AFL had an estimated 2,000 troops (Adebajo 2002). 
133
 At the height of the NPFL, Taylor’s ‘Greater Liberia’ empire had its own currency, TV, radio, newspaper, 
international airport, deep water port, and administrative capital (Harris 2012). 
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president of Liberia, after battles on the streets of Monrovia led Doe to offer a ceasefire and 
resignation (Adebajo 2002).  
 Unfortunately for Taylor, the NPFL fractured on the march into Monrovia (due to 
conflicting reports).
134
 Prince Yeduo Johnson splintered from the NPFL and created the 
Independent National Patriotic Front of Liberia (INPFL) with 6,000 mostly ethnic Gio NPFL 
fighters (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1990). The INPFL accomplished the 
majority of the fighting in Monrovia, giving Johnson a geographic advantage in the seat of 
power. This led to intense fighting between the NPFL and INPFL for control of Monrovia.  
 In an attempt to gain an advantage over Taylor’s NPFL and improve his own security, 
Johnson negotiated with ECOMOG to grant the peacekeepers safe entry into Monrovia, gave 
them INPFL-controlled areas for their headquarters, and provided boots and other gifts to the 
international force (Adebajo 2002). This tactic paid off immediately, the ECOMOG’s 3,000-
troop amphibious landing on August 24, 1990 saved Johnson and the INPFL from being driven 
out of the port by NPFL fighters (Adebajo 2002). Johnson’s relationship with ECOMOG, while 
not always cooperative, allowed the INPFL base to remain in Monrovia until it was eventually 
overrun by NPFL forces in October 1992 (Adebajo 2002). 
 ECOMOG began as a peacekeeping mission with many problems. Traditional 
peacekeeping operations are based on host state consent, impartiality, and minimum use of force 
(Diehl & Balas 2014). The lack of a host government negatively affected the intervention’s 
impartiality as they negotiated with only one group. Additionally, the various actors in the 
international force had different political objectives.  
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 Johnson claims to have left because Taylor ordered the assassination of some senior NPFL commanders while 
Taylor claims Johnson left to avoid a court-martial for executing seven NPFL fighters (Adebajo 2002). 
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 The lack of impartiality became quite evident on September 9, 1990. ECOMOG allowed 
Johnson’s INPFL to kill 60 AFL soldiers and abduct (and later kill) Doe while he was visiting 
the ECOMOG headquarters (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1990). Coupled with 
the favorable relationship between the peacekeepers and the INPFL, it appeared that the 
intervention was working with Johnson and the INPFL. This would weaken their credibility as a 
neutral peacekeeping force when negotiations commenced and damage their ability to negotiate 
with Taylor. 
 ECOMOG’s lack of success and continued casualties led them change their mandate. In 
September 1990, ECOMOG became a peace enforcement mission and doubled their troop 
strength with additions from Ghana and Nigeria, changed military leadership, and established a 
buffer zone in Monrovia against NPFL attacks (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009). They were also 
able to feed and protect thousands of internally displaced people in addition to evacuating 
thousands more ECOWAS citizens away from the fighting and back to their home countries. The 
next six months saw a focus on the peace process, as ECOMOG was able to influence the parties 
to sign several peace agreements discussed in the following section. However, this focus on 
peace took away efforts at peace enforcement, allowing Taylor to rebuild and rearm.  
 As a result, NPFL elements launched attacks into Sierra Leone in support of the 
Revolutionary United Front (RUF) rebel forces in March 1991 (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009). In 
response, Guinea and Nigeria sent troops to Sierra Leone and helped create a paramilitary-like 
force, the United Liberation Movement of Liberia for Democracy (ULIMO) to repel the RUF 
and NPFL assault (Adebajo 2002). ULIMO was an anti-NPFL coalition of former AFL soldiers 
and mostly Krahn and Mandingo refugees in Sierra Leone (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009, 
Strategic Survey 1993). ULIMO moved into Liberia to fight the NPFL and met with some 
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success. By the following year they had reduced NPFL’s territorial control to 75%, but were 
suffering from internal tensions over control of the group (Adebajo 2002).  
 ULIMO, and the other rebels groups that followed, quickly learned the benefits of 
controlling territory. Not only did the land generate significant revenues from natural resources, 
but it also allowed the group a seat at the table during peace negotiations. This, in turn, resulted 
in institutionalized political and economic power from the state. 
 Violence spread throughout the country as ULIMO and NPFL fought for control of 
territory. ECOMOG also became more aggressive and offensive, moving out of Monrovia and 
applying pressure on the rebel groups to negotiate. The widening conflict led to two more groups 
joining the fighting in 1993. The Liberian Peace Council (LPC), supported by ECOMOG and 
related to ULIMO, were mainly non-partisan and non-religious Krahn refugees fighting the 
NPFL in southeastern Liberia for commercial logging interests as well as looting (Adebajo 2002, 
Harris 2012, Strategic Survey 1993).
135
 In Lofa County in northern Liberia, the Lofa Defense 
Force (LDF) was created by ethnic Loma citizens, with NPFL support, to protect against ULIMO 
Mandingo fighters (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). These two groups demonstrate the need for 
economic and physical security that drives some to take up arms. 
 Several more groups originated the following year as a result of elites vying for control of 
groups and power at the negotiating table. The first was ULIMO, which split along ethnic lines 
in 1993. ULIMO-K, led by Alhaji Kromah was Mandingo-based and connected to the original 
Sierra Leone faction while ULIMO-J was led by Roosevelt Johnson and consisted primarily of 
ethnic Krahns (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). Both groups were successful enough to warrant 
inclusion of their leaders in peace negotiations and positions in the transition government.  
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 When LPC originated, they were not part of the previous peace agreement and threatened its implementation 
(Strategic Survey 1993). 
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 However, they continued positioning for power. Johnson was removed from the head of 
ULIMO-J and his cabinet position and charged with murder in March 1996 (Adebajo 2002). As 
the Rapid Reaction Force, supported by NPFL and ULIMO-K fighters, moved to arrest him, 
some of the worst fighting in Monrovia erupted
136
 as Krahn ULIMO-J, AFL, and LPC fighters 
defended him (Adebajo 2002). After a month of fighting, Johnson agreed to seek exile in Ghana. 
 Even the NPFL was not safe from elites splintering the ranks. In 1994, three of the NPFL 
cabinet members in the transitional government, considered to be the intellectual backbone of the 
organization, split from the NPFL and formed the NPFL Central Revolutionary Council (NPFL-
CRC) (Adebajo 2002). Later that year, they formed a loose coalition with other anti-NPFL 
factions to temporarily expel NPFL from their capital, Gbarnga, while Taylor was attending 
peace negotiations in Ghana (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012, Strategic Survey 1994). The NPFL-
CRC wanted Taylor and the NPFL to disarm and engage politically. The group was able to 
achieve a seat at the 1995 and 1996 Abuja peace negotiations (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 
2012). Table 6.2 lists the various armed Liberian factions and their motivations. 
 The first Liberian civil war came to an end after fourteen peace agreements between the 
Government of Liberia/ECOMOG and a variety of rebel groups. ECOMOG was disarming rebel 
fighters and an election was looming. Charles Taylor won the 1997 election handily, likely 
because the Liberian citizens believed it was the only way to ensure peace (Adebajo 2002, Harris 
2012, Strategic Survey 1997).
137
 Unfortunately for the people of Liberia, not much changed with 
Taylor in charge of the country. He initially attempted a policy of national reconciliation, even 
inviting rivals like Roosevelt Johnson to join his cabinet.  
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 This ended the 1995 Abuja Agreement Ceasefire (Adebajo 2002, Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). 
137
 One campaign slogan – “he killed my ma, he killed my pa, but I’ll vote for him” – took advantage of this 
(Adebajo 2002). 
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Table 6.2: Major Liberian Armed Groups 
Group Start Location Goal / Motivation 
AFL 1956 Liberia Armed Forces of Liberia – national military 
NPFL 1985 
North Liberia / Cote 
d’Ivoire 
Initially: remove Doe from power; Finally: put Charles Taylor in 
power 
INPFL 1990 Monrovia NPFL splinter group of ethnic Gios; anti-NPFL; anti-Doe 
ECOMOG 1990 ECOWAS countries 
Initially: peacekeeping; Finally: peace enforcement, force rebels to 
disarm 
ULIMO 1991 
Western Liberia / Sierra 
Leone 
Ethnic Krahn and Mandingo; Anti-NPFL 
ULIMO-K 1994 Western Liberia Ethnic Mandigo; political and economic power 
ULIMO-J 1994 Western Libera Ethnic Krahn; political and economic power 
NPFL-CRC 1994 Central Liberia NPFL splinter; remove leadership from Gbarnga; engage politically 
LPC 1993 Southeastern Liberia Non-ethnic, non-religious, non-partisan, but mainly Krahn anti-NPFL 
LDF 1993 Lofa County (Northwest) Ethnic Loma in Lofa County defending against ULIMO 
LURD 1999 Lofa Couty / Guinea Former ULIMO Mandingo / Krahn fighters 
MODEL 2002 
Eastern Liberia / Cote 
d’Ivoire 
Former Cote d’Ivoire branch of LURD; primarily Krahn; anti-Taylor 
UNOMIL138 1993 Monrovia Ceasefire monitors; election observers / verifiers 
ECOMIL 2003 Monrovia Vanguard to stabilization force; absorbed by UNMIL 
UNMIL 2003 Liberia Protect civilians; humanitarian assistance; justice / security reform 
 It didn’t take long, however, for him to begin institutionalizing his autocratic dominance. 
All of his main political rivals were arrested, murdered, or forced into exile by 2002, journalists 
and human rights activists were harassed and jailed, radio stations and newspapers were closed 
down, and there was continued violence and oppression against Krahns and Mandingos (Adebajo 
2002, Harris 2012, Strategic Survey 2003). Taylor was even able to politically force ECOMOG 
out of Liberia by the end of 1998. 
 Taylor’s oppressive policies mimicked those of Samuel Doe and achieved similar results. 
In 1999, Liberians United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) started Liberia’s second 
civil war by attacking towns in Lofa County from their bases in Guinea (Adebajo 2002, Cleaver 
& Massey 2006, Harris 2012, Strategic Survey 2002).
139
 LURD, whose goal was to unseat 
Taylor, was comprised mainly of former ULIMO Mandingo and Krahn fighters whom Taylor 
refused to integrate into the national army once he took power (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). The 
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 UNOMIL (UN Observer Mission in Liberia) was a part of the Cotonou Agreement and was mandated to monitor 
agreement compliance, fielding a height of 300 military observers from 1993-1995 (www.un.org 2016) 
139
 LURD was formed in response to the RUF – Liberian Army incursion into Guinea (Harris 2012). 
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group made significant advances against the Taylor-led AFL and eventually laid siege to 
Monrovia in 2003.  
 LURD was a coalition of former rebel fighters whose common goal of removing Taylor 
kept them together. However, in early 2003, LURD split along ethnic lines with the Krahn 
leadership and the Ivoirian branch consolidating with groups in Cote d’Ivoire to create the 
Movement for Democracy in Liberia (MODEL) (Harris 2012). MODEL was initially created in 
2002 and supported by Cote d’Ivoire in response to Taylor’s backing of Ivoirian rebel groups 
(Harris 2012, Strategic Survey 2004). The primarily Krahn group was also able to make 
substantial gains against Taylor’s AFL due to its focus on LURD.  
 The success by both LURD and MODEL and the pressure they were able to bring to bear 
on Taylor’s regime led to another international intervention and the resignation and exile of 
Charles Taylor in late 2003. The ECOWAS Mission in Liberia (ECOMIL) was deployed around 
Monrovia as a peace enforcement mission following the 2003 Accra Comprehensive Peace 
Agreement (CPA). It was followed and subsumed by the UN Mission in Liberia (UNMIL), 
which was a UN International Stabilization Force (www.un.org 2016). The Accra CPA and the 
peacekeeping force led to the end of both LURD and MODEL. Elections were set for 2005 and a 
transitional government, which included elites from both groups, was installed. Both LURD and 
MODEL had limited support, primarily from their ethnic base, and continued internal power 
struggles which allowed for their elites to be bought off by positions in the transitional 
government while their members were disarmed (Harris 2012). Both groups ceased to exist once 
the CPA implementation began in October 2004. 
 The primary cause of both civil wars in Liberia seemed to be the violent oppression and 
exclusion by the group in control of the government. While increasing political access addresses 
194 
 
exclusionary policies, it is the lack of security that permits violence against the out-groups. The 
only response by those groups is to retaliate with violence of their own. The ethnic 
characteristics made mobilization, recruitment, and identification between in- and out-groups 
easier, promoting violence and prolonging the conflict. Effective security mechanisms address 
the ability to engage in political violence, from either the government or the rebels. 
Peace Agreements: Peacekeepers, DDR, and No Military Integration 
 During Liberia’s first civil war (1989-1996), there were fourteen peace agreements 
signed.
140
 Some of them were process agreements and there was at least one (the December 1994 
Accra Agreement) that was signed as a clarification of a previous agreement (www.usip.org). 
The driving factor for all of the agreement failures seems to be the reluctance of the negotiators 
and ECOMOG advisors to allow warlords, or anyone serving in the transitional governments, to 
contest presidential elections. Other significant issues – a lack of inclusion of all rebel groups, 
impossible timelines to promote democratic stability, and Taylor’s refusal to disarm to 
ECOMOG – contributed to agreement failures. 
 ECOMOG had varying goals for the Liberian civil conflict, depending on the member 
country in question and their relationship with Taylor. Nigeria, leading the ECOMOG 
peacekeeping operation, wanted to remove Taylor from power. Ghana, the second largest 
contingent, wanted to focus of defense of the capital and peace enforcement operations 
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 According to the UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset, which serves as the basis for my data, there were ten 
agreements signed. The United States Institute for Peace (USIP) in addition to Mutwol (2009), discusses 14 
agreements signed during the first civil war. The USIP only listed 5 in their publications. 
(www.usip.org/publications/truth-commission-liberia  2016). According to Mutwol, the 14 agreements were Banjul 
(10/1990), Bamako (11/1990), Banjul II (12/1990), Lomé (2/1991), Yamoussoukro I-IV (6/1991, 7/1991, 9/1991, 
and 10/1991), Geneva (4/1992, not mention by USIP, Adebajo, or Harris), Cotonou (7/1993), Akosombo (9/1994), 
Accra (12/1994), Abuja I (8/1995), and Abuja II (8/1996). 
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throughout the country. Other neighboring countries supported other rebel groups as a response 
to Taylor’s aid for insurgencies in their countries.  
 These other rebel groups initially formed to combat the NPFL or their affiliates in 
neighboring states. Their goals, however, also changed as the conflict wore on. They quickly 
realized the vast economic resources available to those who could control territory, shifting their 
focus to these areas. Additionally, the peace processes demonstrated that controlling territory 
provided the group a seat at the negotiation table and eventually a place in the government, 
securing those elites’ political and economic security and increasing their power and influence. 
 The views of ECOMOG, Nigeria, and the other rebel groups directly opposed the goals 
of Charles Taylor, leader of the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL). Taylor’s initial goal 
was to remove Samuel Doe from the presidency. Once that occurred, following early successes 
on the battlefield, Taylor found himself in control of the largest military force in Liberia and 
occupying the majority of Liberian income-generating territory. He felt that he should become 
president and declared himself president of “Greater Liberia” (Adebajo 2002).141 There was no 
incentive for him to give any of that up until he reached his goal. Neither his economic nor 
physical safety was at risk. ECOMOG was unable to defeat the NPFL. None of the other rebel 
groups were able to defeat the NPFL either. Taylor worked to ensure his political security in the 
future of Liberia.  
 Taylor used peace negotiations to press for his opportunity to become president of 
Liberia, but primarily to allow time for his forces to regroup and rearm. His signing of these 
multiple agreements was related to the military pressure he was feeling on the battlefield from 
ECOMOG and the other rebel groups. When he was losing, he signed a peace agreement, but 
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 This goal was a change from his original reason for fighting – the removal of Doe – and cost him both some 
international support as well as the desertion of approximately 100 NPFL Gio and Mano fighters (Mutwol 2009). 
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failed to implement it. His two main concerns were his ability to become president and his 
mistrust of Nigeria and ECOMOG, resulting in a refusal to disarm to the peacekeepers. 
 The first agreement (Banjul III), signed in Banjul, Gambia on October 1990 by INPFL 
and the AFL, was a peace process agreement that established a ceasefire, created an interim 
government, called for disarmament of fighters, and set elections in one year (Adebajo 2002, 
Mutwol 2009). It only dealt with one rebel group, Johnson’s Independent National Patriotic 
Front of Liberia (INPFL). However, it did lead ECOMOG to be more impartial as they disarmed 
nearly 500 INPFL fighters (Adebajo 2002). As the fighting continued among ECOMOG and the 
three Liberian factions (AFL, NPFL, and INPFL)
 142
, ceasefire negotiations progressed. The 
main government opponent (NPFL) was not included in this agreement. Additionally, the INPFL 
continued fighting, although the fighting was mostly perpetrated against the NPFL. 
 As a result of ECOMOG military pressure,
143
 all three parties signed the Bamako 
Ceasefire Agreement on November 28, 1990. This was seen as Taylor’s acceptance of the 
August 7
th
 ECOWAS Peace Plan (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). The modalities for the 
ceasefire and interim government would be worked out at a later date, leaving room for differing 
interpretations and causing potential problems between the signatories.  
 Taylor rejected an offer of power sharing in the interim government (Mutwol 2009), 
which prohibited him from leading the government. On December 21
st
, the three parties again 
signed a peace process agreement, Banjul IV, continuing the previous ceasefire and specifying a 
National Conference to determine the creation of the interim government, which would disarm 
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 Taylor did not recognize the Interim Government of National Unity (IGNU) and kept fighting (Adebajo 2002, 
Mutwol 2009). 
143
 Mutwol claims pressure by Taylor’s backers, Burkina Faso and Libya, coerced him to endorse the Bamako 
Agreement (2009). 
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the parties once established.
144
 Banjul IV specified political power-sharing to include the rebel 
elites in the government (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014).  
 The final agreement of this process was signed in Lomé, Togo on February 13, 1991, by 
all parties. It contained more specifics (clearing up the interpretation issue) on the national 
conference, ceasefire, and the elections as well as the role of ECOMOG. The issue of security 
was important throughout the process. Taylor didn’t want to disarm to Nigeria-led ECOMOG. 
He wanted disarmament to occur after the transitional government was established. The head of 
the Interim Government of National Unity (INGU) wanted disarmament to occur before the 
transitional government was formed (Adebajo 2002). After signing, Taylor distanced himself 
from the Lomé agreement citing the inability for warlords to become interim president (Harbom 
et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). The goals of the elites, especially those controlling the vast 
majority of the country, must be addressed or the conflict is likely to endure. 
 INPFL’s leader, Prince Johnson, withdrew from the interim government over the divided 
country, but later committed himself and his group to the peace process (Strategic Survey 1991). 
The entire process was considered a failure when the NPFL boycotted the national conference to 
determine the makeup of the interim government (Mutwol 2009). Fighting continued through the 
process, hence the need for multiple ceasefires and reiterations of previously agreed upon 
provisions.  
 Following the peace process failure, ULIMO joined the conflict in response to NPFL’s 
support of the RUF and forced Taylor back to the negotiating table in 1991. According to 
Mutwol (2009), the subsequent Yamoussoukro I Agreement failed because of regional 
differences within ECOMOG; the resulting accord weaknesses (such as a lack of timeline for 
elections); and the continuing tensions between the interim government and INPFL and between 
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AFL remnants and NPFL. After continued negotiations, the parties signed the Yamoussoukro II 
Agreement, which did little more than reaffirm the ceasefire. In September 1991, Yamoussoukro 
III included more regional actors, yet still failed to achieve peace due to disagreements over 
disarmament and the accord’s bias in favor of Taylor’s NPFL (Mutwol 2009).  
 While it was also not to succeed, the Yamoussoukro IV Agreement was the first 
agreement in a peace process that would eventually lead to the end of the first Liberian civil war. 
Yamoussoukro IV was signed on October 30, 1991 and reaffirmed the earlier accords regarding 
ceasefire, disarmament, interim government, and elections. It also called for the creation of a 
buffer zone along the Sierra Leone border and included a timetable for disarmament (60 days) 
and elections (6 months), but failed to include ULIMO or the INPFL (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 
2009). These groups had no reason to stop fighting if they weren’t included and allowed to 
participate in the post-conflict state. 
 Given the state of affairs in Liberia, the very short timetable, and the squabbles between 
ECOWAS states, this agreement had little chance of success. The April 1992 Geneva Accord 
served to clarify and reaffirm the Yamoussoukro IV Agreement, setting a timetable for 
ECOMOG deployment outside of Monrovia; authorizing an ECOMOG-secured buffer zone 
along the Liberia-Sierra Leone border (to reduce ULIMO pressure); and granting Taylor the 
ability to retain a company-sized unit for personal security (Mutwol 2009). Geneva was 
immediately challenged by all three rebel groups, granting Taylor more time to regroup. 
 Fighting continued throughout the country as NPFL battled ECOMOG, INPFL, and now 
ULIMO. In October 1992, the NPFL launched a massive operation to capture Monrovia. After 
some time, ECOMOG was able to stop the advance and counter-attack. New ECOMOG 
leadership focused on fighting the NPFL and aggressively took the war to Taylor, reducing 
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NPFL income, territory, and arms supplies (Adebajo 2002). ULIMO was also able to gain 
ground during this time as the continued attacks from ECOMOG and ULIMO reduced NPFL 
territory to 50% of the country (Adebajo 2002). The NPFL losses led Taylor to return to the 
peace talks, this time in Cotonou, Benin, on July 25, 1993 (Mutwol 2009).
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 The 1993 Cotonou Agreement included ULIMO and appeared that all parties agreed on 
the ceasefire, general amnesty, disarmament to ECOMOG, creation of the Liberian National 
Transitional Government (LNTG) with extensive political power sharing provisions, elections in 
seven months, and the introduction of several hundred UN ceasefire monitors (Adebajo 2002, 
Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1993). The executive 
Council of State was ineligible from contesting the presidential elections, which made Taylor 
unlikely to implement the agreement. Additionally, Taylor – who did not personally sign the 
agreement – refused to disarm to ECOMOG, instead trying to achieve his goals by influencing 
the transitional government (Adebajo 2002).  
 The political battle between the INGU and NPFL regarding disarmament before the 
installation of the LNTG continued to delay the agreement implementation. Cotonou did achieve 
some limited success. More than 60,000 refugees returned to Liberia, the LNTG was installed in 
March 1994, DDR camps were established and demobilized over 3,000 fighters by August 1994, 
and the ECOMOG forces were expanded to include Tanzanian and Ugandan troops (Adebajo 
2002). Yet, fighting resumed for similar reasons. Taylor was still prevented from any potential 
access to the head of government and the agreement called for the NPFL to disarm to ECOMOG 
who was primarily fighting Taylor’s NPFL. 
 During the next year, domestic politics in ECOWAS states would provide the most 
significant impetus to the peace process. New leadership in Nigeria and Cote d’Ivoire reduced 
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 By this time, there were 150,000 dead and over 700,000 refugees (Adebajo 2002). 
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leaders’ personal stake in the Liberian conflict (Adebajo 2002). This led the ECOWAS leaders to 
stop limiting who could contest presidential elections. The Akosombo Agreement (September 
12, 1994) was the first to allow warlords to serve on the executive Council of State and contest 
presidential elections (Adebajo 2002).  
 In addition to reaffirming and amending the Cotonou Agreement, the Akosombo 
Agreement also called for the complete demobilization of the AFL
146
 and the creation of a new 
national military, although it did not specify who would be included in the new national army 
(Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). Akosombo only included the NPFL, ULIMO-K and AFL 
even though ULIMO-J, LPC, and LDF controlled some territory (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 2009). 
This agreement also failed due to the exclusion of prominent rebel groups, opposition of the 
civilian assembly to warlords in control of the state, the equal level of political power given to 
disproportionate military might, and the reliance on ECOMOG for disarmament,
 147
 resulting in 
fighting across most of the country.  
 The December 21
st
 agreement in Accra to clarify the Akosombo Agreement was 
convened to rectify problems in that previous agreement. It adjusted who was able to sit on the 
Council of State (including a coalition of AFL, ULIMO-J, LPC, and LDF), how decision would 
be made, and specified that the new AFL would include all factions (Adebajo 2002, Mutwol 
2009).  The legitimization of warlord participation created internal power struggles in all 
factions, which delayed implementation. The Accra talks continued into 1995 but eventually 
failed (ceasefire never implemented) due to NPFL continuing to fight the LPC in the southeast 
and ULIMO-J in central Liberia (Adebjo 2002). Since the warlords were allowed positions of 
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 This led to a military coup on September 15 by General Julu of the AFL who took control of the Executive 
Mansion for 12 hours before ECOMOG retook it (Adebajo 2002, Strategic Survey 1994). 
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 DDR responsibility was jointly held by ECOMOG and LNTG (Adebajo 2002). 
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power in the transitional government and the ability to contest elections later, they could see that 
the end was near.  
 The first half of 1995 was spent in negotiations. The biggest breakthrough was the 
rapprochement between Nigeria’s head of state, General Abacha, and Charles Taylor as they met 
several times before August (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). During this lengthy 
negotiation phase, the parties agreed to shifts in the power-sharing make-up of the transitional 
government. The previous agreements (Cotonou, Akosombo, and Accra Clarification) were 
reaffirmed with ceasefire, DDR, and election timelines in the August 19
th
 Abuja Agreement. The 
ceasefire went into effect later that month, the Council of State was installed in September, the 
DDR process had begun with combatants moving to assembly areas, and more than 16,500 
refugees returned by the end of the year (Adebajo 2002).  
 In contrast to this success, the ECOMOG deployment throughout the country was 
delayed and ultimately recalled as they still lacked the logistical support (trucks, helicopters, etc.) 
and fighting between various groups continued on a limited basis. The end of the agreement was 
the massive violence throughout Monrovia resulting from the attempt to arrest former ULIMO-J 
head, Roosevelt Johnson, in March 1996 (Adebajo 2002, Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012, 
Mutwol 2009). The hope that political power could be exchanged for military peace had not yet 
been realized. 
 A combination of war weariness
148
 for the fighters and hopes of political power for the 
elites led to continued negotiations over the next five months. Some fighters voluntarily 
disarmed to ECOMOG before the Abuja agreement was even signed (Adebajo 2002). The 
landscape was changing. In addition to the loss of Roosevelt Johnson from the political field, the 
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 After seven years of war, an estimated 150,000 people had been killed and another million had become 
refugees (Mutwol 2009). 
202 
 
US pledged to support disarmament and the UN promised election assistance (Adebajo 2002, 
Mutwol 2009).  
 The parties continued to meet, eventually signing the Abuja II Agreement on August 16, 
1996. The timetables for elections, transitional government, DDR, and ceasefire were all 
extended (Mutwol 2009), but the NPFL and ULIMO-K began the DDR process before the 
formal start (Adebajo 2002). The DDR process began on schedule and had disarmed and 
demobilized 24,500 of the estimated 33,000 fighters by February 9
th 
(Adebajo 2002). It wasn’t 
all success, though.  
 Fighting still continued in the southeast between NPFL and LPC and in the northwest 
between ULIMO wings, violating the agreement (Adebajo 2002). Additionally, the AFL was 
never integrated with all factions. Fighters, mainly Krahn and Mandingo, withdrew from the 
peace process in 2001-02 due to a lack of military integration and continued oppression (Adebajo 
2002, Strategic Survey 1998).
149
 This eventually caused the second Liberian civil war and led to 
the two peace agreements ending that conflict. 
 Once Taylor agreed to step down and go into exile in Nigeria, LURD and MODEL’s 
objectives had been met. The two rebel groups and the government of Liberia met in Accra and 
agreed to a ceasefire on June 17, 2003 as well as an outline on regulating a number of the 
incompatibilities (Cleaver & Massey 2006, Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). This led to the 
Comprehensive Peace Agreement signed on August 18, 2003 in Accra that organized a coalition 
National Transitional Government of Liberia (NTGL) which included all parties (ministers from 
Taylor’s government, LURD and MODEL representatives, and civilian politicians), set elections 
for 2005, created a Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC), and called for the creation of a 
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 Taylor, like Doe, created a new Anti-Terrorist Unit and used it as his private army. Human rights abuses were 
commonplace as Taylor institutionalized violence in order to maintain control (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). 
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new, integrated military (Cleaver & Massey 2006, Harbom et al. 2006, Harris 2012, Högbladh 
2012, Ottmann & Vüllers 2014).
150
 
 Additionally, provisions granting general amnesty were included in every agreement 
beginning with the 1993 Cotonou Agreement (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). This helps 
bring rebel groups to the negotiating table, but can cause significant social issues, especially in 
ethnically motivated conflicts like Liberia. The agreements attempting to peacefully settle the 
first civil war lacked any provision calling for national reconciliation (such as the creation of a 
truth and reconciliation committee); however, the 2003 Accra Agreements included just such a 
provision (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). Warlords used to autocratic and patrimonial rule 
are more likely to continue that leadership ‘style’ as opposed to civilian politicians who are more 
normalized to accommodation and cooperation that might require reconciliation. 
 The international community had learned from its mistakes in the previous civil war as 
well as their interventions in neighboring Sierra Leone. ECOWAS sent an initial 3,500 
peacekeepers (ECOMIL) who were then incorporated into the 15,000-strong UNMIL force to 
ensure peace and stability in Liberia until the AFL and the Liberian police could be reconstituted 
(Cleaver & Massey 2006, Harris 2012, www.un.org 2016). Additionally, the new, integrated 
military should be able to continue the peace once the UN forces left. 
Bottom-Up and Top-Down Conditions 
 Why were the 1996 Abuja and 2003 Accra Agreements relatively successful in stopping 
the violence and stabilizing the situation? In Abuja, the regional peacekeeping force finally 
stopped fighting internally and acceded to Taylor’s demands of presidential access. Accra saw a 
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focus on civil organizations and a larger UN peacekeeping force to ensure the rebels stayed 
disarmed. This section addresses the top-down and bottom-up conditions that affected the peace 
duration following the multiple agreements. Table 6.3 summarizes if, when, and how 
(mechanisms) the major Liberian armed groups stopped fighting. 
Table 6.3: Liberian Groups Cessation of Violence 
Group Agreements 
End of 
Fighting 
Mechanisms 
AFL 2003 Accra 2003 DDR; new national army 
NPFL 1996 Abuja; 2003 Accra 2003 
Became NPP / AFL after 1997 election; losing fight in 2003, 
DDR in 2003 
INPFL 
1990 Banjul III; 1990 Bamako; 
1990 Banjul IV; 1991 Lomé; 1991 
Yamoussoukro 
1992 
Limited DDR in peace agreements; ultimately defeated by 
NPFL in 1992 
ECOMOG None 1998 
Mission Accomplished following 1997 elections and 
“reformed” AFL 
ULIMO 1993 Cotonou; 1994 Akosombo 1994 Limited DDR; group splintered into ULIMO-K and ULIMO-J 
ULIMO-K 1995 Abuja; 1996 Abuja 1996 
DDR; elites power-sharing in transitional government, contest 
1997 elections 
ULIMO-J 1995 Abuja; 1996 Abuja 1996 
DDR; leader into exile in 1996; other elites power-sharing 
transitional government, contest 1997 election 
NPFL-CRC 1995 Abuja; 1996 Abuja 1996 
DDR; elites power-sharing in transitional government, contest 
1997 elections 
LPC 1995 Abuja; 1996 Abuja 1996 
DDR; elites power-sharing in transitional government, contest 
1997 elections 
LDF 1995 Abuja; 1996 Abuja 1996 
DDR; elites power-sharing in transitional government, contest 
1997 elections 
LURD 2003 Accra 2003 DDR; elites enter transitional government 
MODEL 2003 Accra 2003 DDR; elites enter transitional government 
UNOMIL None 1997 Mandate completion September 30 
ECOMIL   Subsumed by UNMIL 
UNMIL   UN International Stabilization Force following 2003 Accra 
 Top-down characteristics involve variables related to the state, inter-state region, or 
international community, such as the challenges for ECOMOG due to the tensions between 
contributing member states or Charles Taylor’s continuation of exclusion and repression. The 
regional politics of West Africa made a coalition effort to settle the Liberian difficult. Some 
states supported Charles Taylor, while others wished to see him removed from power. This 
affected the level of support to both the ECOMOG operation and the various rebel groups that it 
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was charged with disarming. Most of these challenges are discussed later in the Third Party 
Complications section. 
 Even after an agreement was signed, implementation was not guaranteed. Liberia had 
funding issues and the international community was not quickly forthcoming to make up the 
difference. For example, the DDR process faced delays, especially in the reintegration phase, due 
to lack of funding (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014). Delays like this have the potential to force the 
fighters to return to violence in order to provide economic security. It also hurts the credible 
commitment of the third party that promised funding and execution of the DDR program. Maybe 
they aren’t as committed when they need to act as they were when it was just negotiations. 
 Another top-down factor that affected the peace duration was the Western pressure for 
democratization and elections as a measure of success and mission completion (Harris 2012). 
Liberian agreements called for elections as soon as 6-7 months after the signing (Lomé, 
Yamoussoukro), one year later (Akosombo, Abuja), and two years (2003 Accra) (Harbom et al. 
2006, Högbladh 2012). The quick time between agreement and election was driven by both 
major players to the conflict. Nigeria and ECOMOG wanted a solution to the conflict that would 
allow them to return home. Taylor and his National Political Front of Liberia (NPFL) didn’t want 
to lose any of his significant advantage over the Liberian population under his territorial control. 
 The shorter time-frame definitely favored Charles Taylor in 1997. Taylor had the most 
funds for patronage and campaigning, was better organized, had political experience and 
connections, and controlled most of the countryside to “influence” potential voters (Adebajo 
2002, Harris 2012). In the end, the 12-month timeframe didn’t provide enough time to disarm all 
the fighters or develop any true political opposition. The 2003 Accra Agreement took over 13 
months for complete DDR, in part due to the ill-preparedness of UNMIL personnel who were 
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expecting 38,000 fighters and became overwhelmed with the DDR response (Cleaver & Massey 
2006, Ottmann & Vüllers 2014).
151
 There was no significant support (military or civilian) to 
other political parties in preparation for the 1997 election (Harris 2012). As a result, there was no 
one other than Taylor who could be effective at stabilizing the country and ensuring the 
subsequent peace. 
 International donors did provide support for the disarmament, demobilization, and 
reintegration (DDR) program as well as the transition to elections. For example, the EU and 
other international donors provided economic assistance, electoral training and support, and 
DDR help
152
 through funding and vehicles once elections became more likely following the 
Abuja Agreement (Adebajo 2002). But that was focused on the election event, not preparation of 
political parties to compete in the election. 
 Bottom-up conditions are those which come from society, local groups, and NGOs. In 
Liberia, the citizens did not want warlords to be able to run for office, yet they voted for Taylor 
in 1997 in order to keep the peace. In fact, the civilian assembly in Monrovia rejected the 
Akosombo Agreement, opposing the possibility of rebel warlords gaining control of the state 
(Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1994).  
 Unlike Colombia (and to a lesser extent, Uganda), there was not a strong societal push 
(from the bottom up) for peace and reintegration of rebel fighters. In fact, civic groups wanted 
the rebels disarmed before the Liberian National Transitional Government (LNTG) was installed 
following the Abuja Agreement and opposed efforts allowing warlords to hold office (Adebajo 
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 Following the Accra Agreement, UNMIL disarmed over 103,000 combatants, of which 98,000 participated in 
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2014, Strategic Survey 2005). 
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 The World Food PRogramme, EU, and UN Development Programme supported demobilization with money, job 
creation programs, training programs, and improved infrastructure (Adebajo 2002). 
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2002). This was due to the lack of any real political change from President Tolbert to Master-
Sergeant Doe to Charles Taylor. 
 Unlike the other three cases in this study, the Liberian conflict was not known for its 
terror tactics on the civilian population. Taylor’s NPFL was brutal, but did not commit the level 
of atrocities as Colombia’s United Self Defense Forces (AUC), Uganda’s Lord’s Resistance 
Army (LRA), and Sierra Leone’s Revolutionary United Front (RUF). The NPFL controlled so 
much territory that they did not need to rely on terror tactics to subdue the population, they 
attempted to govern. They didn’t have overwhelming support from the population, but they had 
enough that Taylor won the election. 
 Civil groups, such as NGOs and other organizations, are essential to support the national 
and international political and military processes, especially as the rebel groups are integrated. In 
Liberia, these groups were powerless to resist the armed groups and had little influence (Harris 
2012). NGOs also provide feedback to international organizations and can help identify areas 
needing improvement in addition to potential courses of action. UN agencies and INGOs 
continued to provide humanitarian assistance, agriculture and jobs training, and equipment and 
supplies to the Liberian government (Adebajo 2002). Once Taylor gained power, he would need 
the help of both the international community and NGOs to recover from the war’s damage.153 
 Civil society organizations had a short life in Liberia, blossoming during the interim 
government of 1990-1994, but severely damaged following Taylor’s election in 1997 (Cleaver & 
Massey 2006).
154
 However, with the removal of Taylor, civil groups and political parties saw an 
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opportunity to take control of the country from dictators and warlords. More than twenty 
political parties and civil society groups took part in the negotiations with MODEL and LURD 
(Cunningham 2011), eventually leading to a civilian government without rebel influence. 
 Civil groups gained more power and prominence following the exile of Taylor and the 
Accra Agreement restricting warlords from contesting the presidency. The implementation of the 
Truth and Reconciliation Commission’s legal recommendations (see www.usip.org/publications/ 
truth-commission-liberia) and the transition from patrimonial politics helped to legitimize 
societal equality. In Liberia, civil groups helped to create and run the Liberian Truth and 
Reconciliation Commission (TRC) as well as facilitate reintegration of demobilized fighters 
(Ottmann & Vüllers 2014).  
 Reconciliation may heal the larger societal problem, but victims and other interested 
parties still desire justice and retribution. In 2004, UN Secretary General Kofi Annan urged 
everyone, “to reject any amnesty for genocide, war crimes, or crimes against humanity” (Harris 
2012). The US became more involved diplomatically after Taylor stepped down and went into 
exile.
155
 Taylors’s government provided al Qaeda safe havens in return for diamond smuggling 
and money, leading the US to apply major diplomatic pressure on Nigeria and Liberia to hand 
over Taylor to the Sierra Leone Special Court (SLSC) for his role in the Sierra Leone civil war 
(Harris 2012, see Strategic Survey 2002, 2004 for details).
156
  
 Among other recommendations, the Liberian TRC, stating that all factions committed 
violations of domestic as well as international criminal and human rights law, advised for the 
                                                                                                                                                                                           
the Liberian Human Rights Chapter, the Catholic Justice and Peace Commission, and the Centre for Law and 
Human Rights Education (Cleaver & Massey 2006) 
155
 The US did not support Taylor or Liberia while he was president due to his involvement in regionally 
destabilizing actions, especially his support of the RUF in Sierra Leone (Adebajo 2002, Strategic Survey 2004). 
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 Taylor was convicted in 2012 and sentenced to 50 years in jail (BBC.com/news/world-africa-a0878424 2016, 
Strategic Survey 2012). 
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establishment of an Extraordinary Criminal Tribunal for Liberia (and named individuals, 
corporations, and institutions recommend for prosecution or further investigation) and included a 
list of individuals recommended to be barred from holding office for 30 years (including 
President Ellen Johnson-Sirleaf)
157
 (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014, www.usip.org 2016). Post-conflict 
governments must balance the need for reconciliation with the desire for retribution. 
 A precursor to post-conflict peace is the personal and economic security of the 
population, including former fighters. For example, Liberian’s tried to vote Doe out of office in 
1985 once they saw that he was not willing or able to change the repressive status quo. This was 
a low cost option as the benefit of a new regime and leader outweighed the potential risk of 
intimidation and violence during the campaign and election (Harris 2012). Once Doe took that 
option away from the people by rigging the election, the people took up arms. The insurgency in 
Liberia was a result of “blocked political aspirations” and even “reactive desperation” (Harris 
2012). The military objectives of the first civil war matured from ethnic targets to gaining 
territory in order to provide economic security (Harris 2012). Taylor was voted into office 
because appeasing him was the best way to ensure violence didn’t return, even though many did 
not want him in the government.  
 Once their objective of removing Taylor had been achieved, LURD and MODEL elites 
were unable to continue to mobilize any sizable base of support from their new positions in the 
National Transitional Government of Liberia (NTGL), even though the groups were fairly self-
sufficient. The intervention by ECOMIL and UNMIL made sure that the ethnic tensions were not 
worsened by the two groups, further reducing their potency. The political environment has 
stabilized and changed so much that Prince Johnson, former leader of the INPFL, is a two-term 
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senator and will be running for president in 2017 against the nephew of former TWP president, 
William Tubman, and many other candidates (Pilling 2016).  
 Over the last decade, President Johnson-Sirleaf has taken back control of the natural 
resources for the state to increase income, improved infrastructure, reduced the national debt, and 
induced a lifting of trade sanctions (www.emansion.gov.lib 2016). Locally and internationally, 
the economy is turning around. Domestically, society seems to be healing. Liberia still received 
aid as well as trade from the community. The stabilization force is scheduled to be withdrawn 
just prior to the 2017 elections. That milestone – elections without the international stabilization 
force – will likely show just how far the country has come from two civil wars that killed more 
than 150,000 people and created over 850,000 refugees (www.un.org 2016). 
Summary 
 The two successful peace agreements (1996 Abuja and 2003 Accra) occurred in different 
environments. The Abuja agreement had to appease militarily and (at times) politically powerful 
warlords with the opportunity to control the state. That was the goal of rebel elites, especially 
Charles Taylor. Through the course of the multiple agreements, it became obvious that military 
power should somehow correlate to political potential (in transitional governments). Peace could 
only be reached by including all the rebel groups that controlled territory in order to prevent their 
role as spoilers, which is what ULIMO was during the Yamoussoukro agreements and the LDF, 
LPC, NPFL-CRC, and ULIMO-J were during Cotonou and Akosombo. The Liberian peace 
resulted from the international peacekeeping intervention’s effectiveness, political and economic 
inclusion and equality, overcoming the challenges of porous borders and transnational groups, 
and (to a lesser extent) the role of justice. 
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 DDR did not happen for the majority of fighters until the incentive to fight was removed 
by the political agreements included in the Akosombo and Abuja Agreements. The ability for 
elites to take part in the transitional government and contest the subsequent elections removed 
their need to mobilize fighters. Violence and peace then became an issue of political positioning 
by elites. 
 Abuja also needed to secure personal (and potentially financial) security for the fighters 
who had been mostly fighting based upon ethnic lines. An integrated military – or the new 
military called for in the agreement – could have achieved that, but the AFL was never reformed 
in that manner which contributed to the second civil war instead. A new military might have 
been able to limit Taylor’s ability to oppress ethnic Krahns and Mandingos. The DDR program 
completed under the security of ECOMOG provided some improved economics, but neither it 
nor the ECOMOG had a lasting effect on the physical or economic security of former fighters. 
 Going into the Accra negotiations, the elites from LURD and MODEL had already met 
their objective of removing Taylor. They were rewarded with two years of political and 
economic security as members of the NTGL. Their fighters achieved a measure of security as 
both the government and the military were integrated. This environment was influenced by a 
large international stabilization force that was able to extend its control beyond the Monrovian 
city limits and had the backing of world powers. 
 This section analyzes the causal processes integral to the durable peace following civil 
conflict. Nigeria’s military focus on Taylor’s National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) reduced 
its credibility when negotiations began. In addition, both civil wars began as a result of security 
fears felt by those ethnic groups out of power. Taylor’s refusal to integrate those groups 
following an end of the first civil war took away their ability to sanction the government and led 
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to the start of the second conflict. The presence of a third party, however, was the most 
significant factor contributing to the end of the conflict and peace durability. 
Credible Commitment 
 When Taylor and his NPFL began their insurgency, the goal was to remove Samuel Doe 
and his violently oppressive regime. That goal was attained fairly quickly, leaving the rebel 
leader in control of nearly the entire country. This amount of power gave Taylor a new goal – to 
become the president of Liberia. This cost him some international support and, more importantly, 
the loss of some of his fighters as they returned home after the removal of Doe. The idea that 
Taylor would take their sacrifice and support and use it for his own personal goals did not sit 
well with them.  
 The use of the NPFL for his personal goals was not an isolated incident. During the final 
Abuja negotiations as well as the election, Taylor promised to create a new, integrated Armed 
Forces of Liberia (AFL). Once he took power, however, he refused to integrate former ULIMO 
Mandingo and Krahn fighters – who had fought against him during the civil war – into the AFL, 
resulting in the creation of the Liberian United for Reconciliation and Democracy (LURD) rebel 
group (Adebajo 2002, Harris 2012). It seemed that Taylor goal wasn’t a peaceful, integrated 
Liberia. His goal was his personal power and economic wealth, secured by his political position. 
LURD eventually cost Taylor his presidency. 
 The most prominent problem of credible commitment in the Liberian conflicts was that 
of Nigeria (ECOMOG). Taylor’s refusal to give up their arms to the Nigerians and ECOWAS 
contributed to the majority of peace agreement failures. Taylor didn’t trust them and felt their 
intervention was personal against him. He felt that he should have been allowed to take 
Monrovia and the presidency when he first began his insurgency. ECOMOG’s biased 
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relationship with Johnson’s Independent National Patriotic Front of Liberia (INPFL) – who was 
also fighting against the NPFL – and ECOMOG’s focus on defeating the NPFL when there were 
other rebel groups fighting did not improve Taylor’s confidence that ECOMOG would be 
impartial to the NPFL and Taylor if they disarmed. Nigerian leaders did nothing to improve that 
relationship until 1995. 
Security Fears 
 Both conflicts in Liberia were founded on the fear that those not in the government or 
aligned with it had for their personal safety. They were violently oppressed from the beginning 
of the state. Beginning with the True Whig Party, the political environment of oppressing 
opponents and their supporters combined with terrible economic conditions created the need to 
take up arms. Master-Sergeant Samuel Doe did nothing to change this environment after his 
coup. In fact, he made it worse by creating ethnic tensions among the indigenous population.  
 The ethnic tensions led to physical insecurity by many future rebel fighters and the 
economic disparity incentivized controlling territory and reinforced the ability to recruit and arm 
new fighters. After gaining control of the government in 1997, Charles Taylor was unable (or 
unwilling) to change the status quo, continuing the oppression in a deficient economic 
environment. The lack of physical security led to the second civil war, but the transitional 
government that followed provided enough political and economic security to the rebel elites. 
 The biggest challenge in post-conflict environments, especially in developing countries, 
that include DDR provisions is the ability to make disarming and reintegrating more beneficial – 
economically and even politically – than continuing the conflict. This requires the economic 
environment to be strong enough that there is little incentive to take up arms and fight in order to 
participate in the DDR program and receive the payout to disarm. It is also difficult in situations, 
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like Liberia and the DRC, where large profits can be made by exploiting natural resources. 
Economic or political security can help create physical security. The ability to operate in society 
and take care of yourself and family is essential. 
 One way to achieve this is to provide reintegrated fighters with potentially long-term 
jobs, like police or military. The 1996 Abuja Agreement called for a new, integration AFL, but 
Taylor refused to implement that provision once he became president. Smaller factions like 
Johnson’s United Liberation Movement of Liberia for Democracy (ULIMO-J) and the Liberian 
Peace Council (LPC) seemed more reluctant to disarm, fearing they had more to lose if fighting 
resumed (Adebajo 2002:209), which they did. The call for a new, integrated military (introduced 
in the Cotonou Agreement and reaffirmed in Akosombo and Abuja) also increased the physical 
and economic security of the fighters until it failed to become implemented. Until Abuja, elites 
continued to mobilize their followers to fight using income generated from natural resources in 
the territory they controlled. 
 Once disarmed, however, groups like these still fear for their security, especially if they 
don’t have a lot of trust in the government or, in this case, the international peacekeepers in 
protecting them. One way to increase that trust and reduce their fears would be to integrate them 
into the national military, as the agreement called for. The smaller groups received some political 
power-sharing, but they no longer had the ability to defend themselves or sanction the 
government. 
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Ability to Sanction 
 The Akosombo Agreement called for the complete demobilization of the AFL
158
 and the 
creation of a new national military, although it did not specify who would be included in the new 
national army (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). Akosombo only included the NPFL, 
ULIMO-K and AFL even though ULIMO-J, LPC, and LDF controlled some territory (Adebajo 
2002, Mutwol 2009). Assuming the agreement was implemented and the new military was 
created, it would have provided some security and the ability to sanction the government if it 
didn’t follow through or continue its violence against the out groups. 
 Following the 1997 election, the lack of military integration of all the rebel groups by the 
Taylor-led government of Liberia exacerbated the security dilemma. Coupled with the new 
regime’s continued oppression and violence to the Krahn and Mandingo groups, there were few 
peaceful options left. They had no say in the government and no influence in the military. Their 
only option was to resume violence in order to defend themselves and try to force the 
government to cease its attacks. 
 Krahn and Mandingo physical security was not achieved until Charles Taylor was 
removed from influencing Liberian politics and the UNMIL Stabilization Force was in place. As 
the Armed Forces of Liberia and the police forces are reformed under the security and guidance 
of the UN, stability has been restored. The ability to sanction was transferred from the rebel 
fighters to the AFL and police, enhanced by the integration of former rebel fighters. 
 This has resulted in a decrease in the UN’s military requirement from over 17,000 
military and police to a less than 1,300 military and 600 police as the AFL and Liberian police 
are taking over (www.un.org 2016). The selection process for the new AFL began when DDR 
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 This led to a military coup on September 15 by General Julu of the AFL who took control of the Executive 
Mansion for 12 hours before ECOMOG retook it (Adebajo 2002, Strategic Survey 1994). 
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was completed in 2004. The newly reconstituted AFL reached the 2000-strong end-state in 2009, 
was performing its own soldiers’ training by 2013, and was finally headed by a Liberian in 2014 
(www.globalsecurity.org 2016).
159
 The equitable integration into the new AFL also provides 
former rebels with physical and economic security. 
Third Party Complications 
 All of these agreement failures provides no support my argument that the combination of 
DDR and peacekeepers reduces conflict renewal more than DDR alone. Why didn’t 
peacekeepers contribute to a peaceful settlement in Liberia? I believe this is due to the role of 
ECOMOG as party to the conflict and that the Liberian conflict never really stopped during the 
negotiations or following the signing of the agreement. 
 In the end, it took a substantial, non-biased UN force to ensure the peace and complete 
the creation of an integrated AFL in post-agreement Liberia. The deployment of a UN 
peacekeeping force was the biggest change in the environment during the two conflicts. What 
third party issues from the regional Economic Community of West African States Monitoring 
Group (ECOMOG) force required the UN to step in? 
 Initially, the international community isolated Doe’s regime from participating in the 
Organization of African Unity (OAU), Economic Community of West African States 
(ECOWAS), Mano River Union, and African Development Bank (Adebajo 2002). Doe had 
extremely little international support for his coup. In addition to the political segregation, there 
was economic snubbing as well. In 1986, the International Monetary Fund (IMF) and the World 
Bank restricted Doe’s ability to access money, resulting in Liberian loan defaults and the US 
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that provision (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014). 
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ceasing its military and economic assistance three years later (Adebajo 2002). The US also 
pressured Doe politically and economically to hold elections and move towards democracy. 
Following the rigged elections, however, the world power did nothing to censure the illegitimate 
government (Harris 2012).  
 During the first civil war with Taylor, some of the ECOWAS member states supported 
Taylor against Doe while others supported Nigeria against Taylor. As the war progressed, the 
resource-rich Taylor supported insurgencies in several neighboring states in response to their 
support for ECOMOG. The regional politics of ECOWAS were not completely aligned with 
respect to the ECOMOG mission
160
, prolonging the conflict and inciting wider regional violence. 
Nigeria wanted Taylor removed, while Ghana (the second largest force) wanted to focus on 
peacekeeping and a defensive posture (Adebajo 2002). ECOMOG was also not seen as impartial, 
seeming to favor the INPFL, especially when they allowed Johnson’s forces to kidnap and kill 
Samuel Doe at the ECOMOG headquarters. 
 ECOMOG also lacked sufficient support of external agencies – like the US, EU, and UN 
– in addition to their uncoordinated regional response (Adebajo 2002). An outcome of this was 
ECOMOG’s struggle to provide the minimum use of force in its peacekeeping role.161 Even 
though Nigeria provided 75% of the troops and 90% of the funding, it lacked the financial and 
logistical support to end the civil war (Adebajo 2002). Nigeria had strained relations with the US 
due to its own military coup, but continued to request outside assistance to mitigate their 
economic and logistical shortfalls. The ECOMOG deployment throughout the country in 1995 
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 Tensions flared between Nigeria and the other troop contributing countries on the use of force (Adebajo 2002) 
as well as between anglophone and francophone countries in the region (Adebajo 2002, Cleaver & Massey 2006, 
Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). 
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 Sierra Leone and Guinean forces were notorious for fleeing at the sight of NPFL forces (Adebajo 2002). 
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was delayed and ultimately recalled as they lacked the logistical support to effectively move into 
the countryside. 
 For the majority of the first civil war, Liberia’s warlords profited from economic 
resources derived from territory under their control and they were unable to agree on 
disarmament due to the mutual fear of rival factions gaining military superiority and the risk of 
losing economic benefits from areas under their control (Adebajo 2002:247). Due to their lack of 
logistical capacity and support, the ECOMOG peacekeeping force needed the cooperation of the 
warlords for DDR and peace agreement implementation.  
 Once the Abuja agreement was nearing completion, the West provided additional funding 
and logistical support to the disarmament process. Coupled with the war weariness already felt 
by the fighters, this led to substantial disarmament prior to the ensuing elections. ECOMOG, 
however, left Liberia within a year after the elections. The peacekeeping force did not ensure that 
the new military had been effectively integrated or trained, resulting in an unsuccessful 
implementation of the Abuja Agreement. Specifically, the DDR of the AFL and creation of a 
new military were not successful because the peacekeepers left. 
 ECOMOG’s lack of military capacity became very clear when UN peacekeepers 
deployed following the Accra Agreement. The increased cost of fighting associated with the 
larger international force encouraged peace more effectively than ECOMOG was able to do. UN 
peacekeeping assumed an overwhelming importance in post-Cold War Africa to fill the security 
vacuum left by the superpowers (Adebajo 2002). Due to logistical and financial shortfalls in 
Liberia, ECOMOG was unable to venture very far out of Monrovia for any extended period of 
time. Because of this, rebels controlled the majority of the country until the UN mobilized their 
forces to assume the peacekeeping mantle.  
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 Following the second civil war, peace and stability were achieved by dis-incentivizing 
elites to continue fighting by offering positions in the transitional government. In addition to the 
political power-sharing, the physical and economic security of the fighters was improved with a 
large stabilization force and the creation of a new, integrated military. ECOMOG was unable to 
reach this goal and required UN-levels of military and economic assistance. Similar to 1996, 
there was more funding for DDR, reducing the economic incentive to fight, as well as more 
humanitarian assistance and foreign aid aimed at improving the economy.
162
 
 The within-case comparison of the peace after the two Liberian civil wars supports the 
effectiveness of using military integration as well as the benefit of military integration over 
peacekeepers. This is the case for two reasons mentioned in Chapter 2 (see Greig & Diehl 2005). 
First, not all peacekeeping operations are created the same. ECOMOG in the 1990s, without 
additional outside support, could not do what UNMIL was able to accomplish in 2003. Second, 
third parties do not stay in the post-conflict country indefinitely. ECOMOG left before a new, 
integrated military had been formed and Liberia returned to civil war. UNMIL left after a new, 
integrated military was formed and peace endured.  
 Peacekeeping operations in Liberia were also influenced by top-down factors such as 
regional states’ involvement and the greater international community’s lack of involvement. 
Peacekeepers only became effective when the force was large, well-funded, and logistically 
supported, as was the case in 1996 and 2003. In the case of ECOMOG, internal tensions needed 
to be overcome before they were able to field a larger force and the US-Nigeria relationship 
required repair before logistical support was given (Adebajo 2002).
163
 Additionally, the influence 
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 However, there were still funding shortfalls, leaving little money for the reintegration program of educational or 
vocational training (Cleaver & Massey 2006). 
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 The US did not provide any military aid to the Nigerian-led peacekeeping force due to the military coup in 1985 
and the annulment of democratic elections in 1992 (Adebajo 2002). 
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of domestic politics on the international relations of ECOWAS countries and the porous West 
African borders led to a lengthening of the Liberian conflict through the support and introduction 
of rebel groups and ineffectiveness of ECOMOG to force peace or control territory.  
 The Accra Agreements following the second civil war did not suffer from the same lack 
of international resources. The UN, with ECOWAS support, ran the peacekeeping operation and 
there were plenty of international donors, contributing both money and technical expertise. This 
expertise aided the creation of a new national army and national police force as well promoting 
and supporting civil groups in the government. The success of the international community and 
longer time period between the peace agreement and the elections has led to the significant 
reduction in peacekeepers as Liberia has begun to stabilize. 
Sierra Leone 
 The decade-long conflict in Sierra Leone began in 1991 between the government and the 
Revolutionary United Front (RUF) when the RUF invaded from Liberia. Sierra Leone was a 
separate conflict from the Liberian civil war, but the two were intertwined by Charles Taylor, 
who provided significant support to the RUF fighters, including their initial funding. Unlike 
Liberia, the Sierra Leone civil war was not an ethnic conflict. However, it was resolved by a 
peace agreement (see Table 6.4) and included the regional ECOMOG peacekeeping force with a 
peace enforcement mandate and its eventual replacement, a UN force similar to Liberia. 
 Like Colombia and Liberia, Sierra Leone saw other rebel groups develop as civil defense 
forces to fight the original RUF insurgent force. In fact, the government replaced the Sierra 
Leone Army (SLA) with the Kamajor Civil Defense Force (CDF) and the ECOMOG 
peacekeepers when Kabbah was reinstated as president in 1998 (Mutwol 2009). As in the other 
cases, the CDF fought both the government (ECOMOG forces) and the rebel group. Like the 
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Liberian case, ECOMOG (and British forces in 2000) became a combatant in the civil war. Also 
similar to the other three cases, the RUF controlled territory, were led by a cult of personality, 
committed mass atrocities to civilians, and used women and children as fighters, porters, cooks, 
and sex slaves. 
Table 6.4: Case Study Comparison 
Country – Rebels 
Peace Agreement (PA) Date 
Conflict Start Conflict End 
PA 
Duration 
(months) 
PA 
Fail 
Dyad 
PAs 
PKO 
Military 
Integration 
PKO & Mil 
Integration 
Sierra Leone – RUF 
1/30/1996 
4/1/1991 12/20/2001 3.16 Y 1 Y Y Y 
Sierra Leone – RUF 
11/10/2000 
4/1/1991 12/20/2001 133.74 N 3 Y Y Y 
Note: Conflict start and end dates taken from the UCDP Armed Conflict Dataset (Gleditsch et al. 2002, Themner & Wallensteen 2013). Per 
Capita GDP Capacity and Polity Capacity taken from the highest value in the time period beginning 5 years before the conflict start date and 
ending at the peace agreement date. Average Annual Battle Deaths is the average number of battle deaths per year divided by 100.  
 The conflict in Sierra Leone started, like many in Africa and elsewhere, with a divided 
society that had its roots in a British colonial system and suffered from severe economic 
challenges. According to the Truth and Reconciliation Commission (TRC), “it was years of bad 
governance, endemic corruption and the denial of basic human rights that created the deplorable 
conditions that made conflict inevitable” (Harris 20012:71). Additionally, the role of natural 
resources, especially alluvial diamonds, and the ECOMOG external intervention only served to 
prolong the conflict and transform the desired goals of some prominent actors.
164
 
 During the course of the conflict, there were five peace agreements signed by both sides 
to end the war. Provisions included in these agreements called for reform of the Sierra Leone 
Army (SLA), DDR, political reforms, limited political integration (RUF as political party and 
government appointments), amnesty, truth commissions, ceasefire monitoring groups, Sierra 
Leone Special Court, and UN peacekeeping forces. Like the Liberian case, international actors 
played a significant role in getting the parties to the table. Subsequently, some of these 
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provisions mirrored those in the previous case studies. Specifically, political and military 
integration played a large role in the resolution of the Sierra Leone conflict.   
 This case study is organized in the same way as the previous three. It begins with the 
conflict’s background, describes the conflict’s major armed actors, lists the multiple peace 
agreements and their provisions, and describes the bottom-up and top-down conditions that 
affected the conflict and peace. It concludes with a discussion of the causal processes (credible 
commitment, security fear, ability to sanction, and third party challenges) and their impact on the 
post-agreement peace environment.  
Conflict Background 
 Sierra Leone and Liberia share similar origins and travel a parallel path to conflict. While 
Liberia began with American settlers, Sierra Leone was colonized by the British in 1787 (Harris 
2012). Like Liberia, Sierra Leone became characterized by tension and conflict between the 
colony on the Freetown peninsula and the indigenous population further inland. The repatriated 
slaves who settled in Sierra Leone – known as Krios – differentiated themselves from the 
indigenous population, earning themselves a reputation for paternalism and assumed superiority 
as “intellectual leaders’ and “the vanguard of political and social advance in West Africa” 
(Harris 2012:41). Like Liberia, the colonizing Krios benefited from the economic and 
educational opportunities granted by prominent jobs and better schools. Unlike the Americo-
Liberians, the Krios were considered highly influential, not hegemonic like their neighbors. 
However, their governance, similar to that of Liberia’s True Whig Party (TWP), focused on 
violence and patron-clientelism (Harris 2012). 
 When the Krios were pushed out of their influential political and economic positions by 
the British, who came to annex and integrate the hinterland (Protectorate) and run the colony in 
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1896, they were unable to compete politically with Protectorate-based parties due to the 
hinterland’s superior number of regional supporters (Harris 2012).165 The new parties learned the 
benefit of patronage from the Krio’s success in the Colony.166 This laid a foundation for the 
future governance of Sierra Leone and contributed to the increasing tensions and subsequent 
conflict. Two Protectorate-based political parties – the Sierra Leone People’s Party (SLPP) and 
All People’s Congress (APC) – used their larger populations and patronage to dominate politics 
in the 1950s and 1960s, leading up to independence in 1961 (Harris 2012). 
 The SLPP focused on their support-base in the south (predominately the Mende ethnic 
group) and among the chiefs while the APC controlled most of the Northern Province and the 
Colony (Harris 2012). Tensions increased as the political parties assumed more and more control 
over the state leading up to and following independence. The situation in Sierra Leone had 
parallels to Colombia prior to the National Front agreement. In an attempt to consolidate power 
and create electoral advantages, the SLPP continued their patronage practices and purged 
northerners from the cabinet and officer corps in 1966 in favor of their supporters (Harris 2012). 
Barely six years after independence, tensions boiled over and set Sierra Leone on a path of 
conflict. 
 Two days after Siaka Stevens and the APC won the 1967 elections over the incumbent 
SLPP, elements of the SLPP supported a military coup that ruled for over a year before non-
commissioned officers from northern Sierra Leone were able to return Stevens to power (Harris 
2012). Stevens’ subsequent 17-year rule was characterized by violence, electoral irregularities, a 
one-party state, reduced state institutions and developmental agencies, patronage, multiple coup 
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 There is evidence of the British fostering divisions between the Colony and Protectorate as well as between 
ethnic groups (Harris 2012). 
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 According to Harris, the Krio left a legacy of a distended social, political, and economic gap between the elite 
and the rest of the population which was reinforced by a patron-client political system (2012). 
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attempts, demonstrations, and high resentment in the SLPP strongholds of eastern and southern 
Sierra Leone (Harris 2012). The APC regime responded to opposition with steadily increasing 
violence and oppression. Opposition was co-opted, replaced, or weakened using Commissions of 
Enquiry, the Internal Security Unit, and APC militia (Harris 2012).
167
 The APC consolidated 
power by amending the constitution to only allow a single party (APC), criminalizing opposition 
and disenfranchising many citizens (Kandeh 2005). This continued the parallels with the 
Colombian case and had similar results to Colombia’s National Front party. 
 In early 1985, more demonstrations at Fourah Bay College were met with a violent 
government response that expelled or suspended scores of students and detained several more in 
prison (Kandeh 2005). The expelled student leaders left Sierra Leone to find education 
elsewhere, eventually ending up in Libya where they formed the Revolutionary United Front 
(RUF) following their training and education (Kandeh 2005). Later that year, Stevens retired. He 
was succeeded by Major-General Joseph Momoh, who continued the patrimonial and politically 
violent status quo for ten years after the 1986 elections (Harris 2012). Momoh made little 
headway in reforming the state or including groups other than his hometown ‘Binkolo mafia’ 
(Harris 2012). The continued exclusion by the ruling northern APC party and West African 
regional politics
168
 led to the RUF invasion on southeast Sierra Leone from Liberia in March 
1991. 
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 The United Democratic Party (UDP) was banned shortly after forming in 1970. The SLPP was prevented from 
nominating candidates in 1972 through harassment and beatings. The 1973 attempted assassination of SLPP 
leader led to SLPP withdrawing from the polls, returning four years later when violent confrontations between 
students and APC militants forced early elections (Harris 2012). In 1977, mass demonstrations against the 
government by Fourah Bay College students was met with APC militia and armed security leading to larger student 
demonstrations across the country, Stevens declaring a state of emergency, the closing of all schools and colleges, 
and the detaining of students (Kandeh 2005). The intimidated judiciary allowed political violence perpetrated by 
security units and state-sponsored thugs (Harris 2012). 
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 Charles Taylor and the NPFL sought to destabilize ECOMOG in Liberia by causing conflict in member states’ 
countries (Harris 2012). 
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The Group and the Government 
 The RUF invaded with a small group of 300 combatants comprised of Sierra Leonean 
exiles and mercenaries from Liberia and Burkina Faso (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009, Mutwol 
2009).
169
 Primarily supported by Charles Taylor (as well as Burkina Faso and Libya) who was 
fighting to overthrow the Liberian government, the RUF took advantage of the disenfranchised 
population, unsecured and forested borders, and the natural resources in the south. The student 
leadership of the RUF was removed in 1992 and replaced by Foday Sankoh, a former Sierra 
Leone Army (SLA) corporal who had been jailed in 1971 for an attempted coup (Haris 2012, 
Kandeh 2005, Mutwol 2009).  
 Under his leadership, the RUF did not develop a cohesive ideology or strong support 
base. They simply wanted to overthrow the corrupt and repressive APC regime as revenge 
against the system and elites that would not let them participate in the spoils of the state and they 
recruited likeminded individuals to attack the chiefs, other civilians, and the urban centers 
(Harris 2012, Mitton 2009, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 2004). The political, physical, and 
economic insecurity experienced by out-of-power Sierra Leoneans enhanced the RUFs ability to 
recruit. 
 The conflict was initially restricted to eastern Sierra Leone as the SLA was assisted by 
Nigerian and Guinean troops sent to reinforce those countries’ ECOMOG contingents based in 
Sierra Leone and fighting the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) in Liberia (Mutwol 
2009, Strategic Survey 1994). The RUF, their Liberian supporters, and the SLA soldiers
170
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 In addition to the exiled students, the RUF contained exiles from the failed 1983 Ndorbgowusui defiance 
campaign in southeast Pujehun that was put down brutally (Harris 2012, Kandeh 2005). 
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 The term ‘sobel’ was coined to describe the soldiers by day and rebels by nights. They fought the RUF during 
the day, but also spent their time collaborating with them in order to achieve the economic gains from diamond 
smuggling and other illicit activities perpetrated by the RUF fighters (Harris 2012, Kandeh 2005). 
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became focused on economic profit, which was intensified by the alluvial diamonds in the south 
and east.
171
  
 As a major actor for the majority of the conflict, the Sierra Leone Army was also 
interested in the diamonds. Due to the fear of a military coup, Stevens and Momoh slowly 
demilitarized the northern-dominated army (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). The decline of the SLA 
casued by the APC’s desire for political security prevented the army from making any headway 
against the RUF insurgency.
172
 The lack of consistent pay and benefits by the government led to 
the collaboration of SLA soldiers (‘sobels’) with RUF fighters to increase their economic gain. 
This led the Sierra Leone government to lose trust in their national military and eventually 
replace it with private security firms (the most successful was Executive Outcomes) and self-
defense militias. As the country’s leadership relied less on the SLA, the military reestablished 
their importance by carrying out multiple coups. See Table 6.5 for a listing of the various armed 
groups and their goals. 
Table 6.5: Major Sierra Leone Armed Groups 
Group Start Location Goal / Motivation 
SLA 1961 North Sierra Leone Sierra Leone Army – national military; became driven by economic gain 
RUF 1991 Southeast / Liberia Overthrow APC political system; access to spoils of state 
ECOMOG 1991 
ECOWAS countries 
(primarily Nigeria and 
Guinea) 
Initially: protect peacekeeping bases in Sierra Leone; Finally: peace 
enforcement, force rebels to disarm 
CDF 
Mid-
1990s 
Sierra Leone (originated 
in south) 
Began as self-defense forces (Kamajor in south) and spread 
throughout other regions; also became focused on financial gain 
Executive 
Outcomes 
1995 Sierra Leone Mercenary group: Find / Defeat RUF fighters 
AFRC 1997 North Sierra Leone Overthrow Kabbah and return SLA to prominence over CDF 
Great 
Britain 
2000 Freetown Initially: protect ex-pats; Finally: augment UNAMSIL 
UNAMSIL 1999 Freetown / Sierra Leone 
Peace enforcement; protect civilians; humanitarian assistance; justice / 
security reform; DDR 
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 Kandeh argues that the RUF degenerated into a criminal insurgency after the ouster of the APC in 1992 (2005). 
172
 After the civil war started, Momoh doubled the size of the army with recruits taken off the streets of Freetown, 
resulting in continued looting and human rights violations (Mutwol 2009). 
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 In the first military coup, Momoh was replaced by Captain Valentine Strasser and 
disgruntled soldiers from the warzone, who established the National Provisional Ruling Council 
(NPRC) in April 1992 and began to recruit heavily to reestablish an effective fighting force 
(Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1994). While the NPRC was unable to improve the 
dismal economic conditions, it made limited democratization changes: promised elections, lifted 
the ban on political parties, and created the National Consultative Council which was well 
represented by civilians (Harris 2012). The NPRC did have some success against the RUF, but 
that was primarily due to the Nigerian and Guinean support.  
 It was the promise of democratization, and subsequent lack of action, that led to the 
downfall of the NPRC. Strasser’s attempt to hold on to power through the elections and his poor 
handling of the Abidjan peace process with the RUF, which began in December 1995, led to the 
second military coup by Julius Bio in January 1996 (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). Bio continued 
the democratization process and held the scheduled elections the following month. The elections, 
concurrent with the peace negotiations,
173
 only saw civilian candidates and parties, no rebels, and 
resulted in a win for the SLPP and Ahmad Tejan Kabbah, who was unable to move away from 
the patronage, cronyism, and repression of his predecessors (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009). 
 Kabbah and the SLPP favored the use of the successful self-defense forces, especially the 
Kamajors who were comprised of fighters from the Mende population in the south (Harris 2012). 
Due to their success against the RUF, the self-defense force was replicated throughout the rest of 
the country.
174
 The self-defense groups, like every armed actor in Sierra Leone, fell victim to the 
economics of violence. They became interested in diamond mining, black market economics, 
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 The Abijidan Accord led to the withdrawal of Executive Outcomes from Sierra Leone in January 1997 (Mutwol 
2009). 
174 The Donsos were comprised of Kono in the east; the Gbethis and the Kapras, formed from Temnes in central 
and west Sierra Leone; and the Tamaboros, were made up of Korankos in the north (Harris 2012). 
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and human rights violations such as murder, violence, pillaging, looting, acts of terrorism, 
collective punishments, and forced conscription of children as combatants (Baker & May 2006, 
Harris 2012, Kandeh 2005). Additionally, the Kamajors eventually found themselves fighting 
both RUF and SLA forces (Mutwol 2009). Following the battlefield successes in 1995 and 1996, 
the self-defense forces were consolidated into a single Civil Defense Force (CDF) which 
eventually took the place of a corrupted SLA. 
 Before this occurred, the final military coup removed Kabbah in favor of Major Johnny 
Paul Koroma
175
 and the Armed Forces Ruling Council (AFRC) on May 25, 1997 due to 
Kabbah’s reliance and favoritism of the Kamajor at the expense of the SLA (Mutwol 2009, 
Strategic Survey 1997).
176
 The collaboration between the SLA and RUF over financial gains 
reached its height with the AFRC. Following the overthrow, Koroma outlawed the Kamajor and 
invited the RUF into a coalition junta to run the country, with Sankoh
177
 serving as vice 
chairman (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009, Mutwol 2009).  
 Internal and external pressures led the new government to sign the Conakry Peace 
Accord in October 1997, agreeing to step down and restore the Kabbah regime by April of 1998 
(Mutwol 2009). When Koroma changed his mind and chose not to step down, Nigeria launched 
an invasion of Freetown in February 1998 with the support of the Kamajors, forcing the AFRC 
to flee the capital (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). The AFRC/RUF coalition continued fighting 
from their bases in the north, which were home to many of the former-SLA turned AFRC 
fighters. 
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 Koroma was in prison on treason charges for attempting to overthrow Kabbah in September 1996 following the 
IMF reforms that called for a reduction in rice subsidies to the army (Mutwol 2009). 
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 According to Kandeh, the AFRC had Foday Sankoh’s blessing for the coup (2005). 
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 Sankoh was currently under house arrest in Nigeria (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). 
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 The fighting spread throughout the country. In mid-1998, Kabbah disbanded the military 
and held treason trials
178
 for those who collaborated with the AFRC junta (Mutwol 2009). 
International pressures and battlefield results led to further negotiations in Lomé in 1999. The 
Lomé Accord introduced UN peacekeepers (UNAMSIL), who took over for the ECOMOG 
operation and subsumed the regional force (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009).
179
 The slow deployment 
of the UN force and the collapse of the Accord the following year forced Great Britain to send a 
strong military contingent to protect its ex-pats in Sierra Leone (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). The 
British force eventually went on the offensive and, with a growing UNAMSIL
180
 and successful 
international pressure on Taylor to stop supporting the RUF, forced the AFRC/RUF coalition 
back to the negotiating table (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009, Mutwol 2009).  
Peace Agreements: Peacekeepers, DDR, and Military Integration 
 Contrary to the hypothesis proposed by Cunningham et al. (2009) – that strong rebel 
groups should force concessions of the government and a short conflict – the Sierra Leone 
conflict was an example of the stronger party underestimating their opponent’s power, 
overestimating their own, and choosing not to negotiate. Both the government and the rebels felt 
they could win militarily when they had the temporary advantage. ECOMOG’s encouragement 
that Strasser’s National Provisional Ruling Council (NPRC) could defeat the RUF resulted in 
their denial of negotiations when they took over the government. This resulted in RUF guerrilla 
tactics and a spread of the conflict to the rest of the country (Mutwol 2009). Eventually, the 
introduction of private mercenary companies, specifically Executive Outcomes (EO), and the 
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 2,000 were detained and 59 civilians charged with treason resulting in 50 executions (Mutwol 2009). 
179
 Beginning in July 1998, there was a small (less than 200 members) UN observer mission in Sierra Leone 
(UNOMSIL).  It was eventually terminated in October 1999, when the UNSC changed it to a peacekeeping mission 
and authorizing 6,000 troops for the UNAMSIL mission (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
180
 UNAMSIL eventually grew from a 6,000-strong force to over 17,500 members (Mitton 2009). 
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addition of the Kamajors in early 1995, nullified either side’s advantage, resulting in peace 
negotiations (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 1996). 
 The stalemate between government and rebel forces led to the November 1996 Abidjan 
Accord, less than a year after elections brought Kabbah and the SLPP to power. The accord 
provided amnesty for the rebels; created a trust fund to transition the RUF to a political entity; 
created a peace commission and social forum; called for disarmament, demobilization, and 
reintegration (DDR) of the SLA and RUF; the withdrawal of Executive Outcomes; and a 
restructuring of the armed forces, to include integration of rebel fighters (Harbom et al. 2006, 
Harrsi 2012, Högbladh 2012, Mitton 2009, Mutwol 2009). The agreement did not include any 
political integration as Kabbah had just won a popular election and was not willing to give up 
that power.
181
 The DDR program provided limited economic gain in the short term for those 
participating. The integration of rebel fighters into the military generated a longer-term economic 
solution. 
 The Sierra Leone Army’s uncertainty with the DDR process and reform of the military 
also led to continued violence between the SLA and the CDF (Harris 2012). SLA soldiers were 
concerned that they were about to be out of a job in favor of the CDF. The ambiguity in the 
provisions contributed to the continued violence. There was also a nearly complete lack of 
implementation of the agreement’s other provisions in what appeared to be a RUF ploy to delay 
and consolidate their forces (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
 The international community tried to vindicate itself the following year when the AFRC 
took control of the government. Regional negotiations – initially from Nigeria and Ghana – 
backed by UN Security Council (UNSC) sanctions on the military junta and ECOMOG military 
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 The RUF did not participate or contest the elections and tried to get a delay in the elections until after the peace 
agreement had been signed (Harris 2012). 
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pressure forced the AFRC/RUF coalition to the negotiation table in Conakry, Guinea (Mutwol 
2009). In addition to recommending an inclusive government, the Conakry Peace Accord (signed 
on October 23, 1997) contained provisions for DDR, an ECOMOG/UN monitoring and 
verification mechanism, immunity for coup leaders, job training for ex-combatants, and – most 
importantly – the release of Sankoh (Mutwol 2009).182  
 The AFRC wanted Nigeria and ECOMOG to leave and were concerned with plans to 
disarm the army while the RUF wanted the release of Sankoh. This led to infighting between the 
AFRC and RUF leadership over the direction and focus of the negotiations (Mutwol 2009). 
ECOWAS wanted the military junta to step down and Kabbah reinstated. Conakry tried to 
address all these issues, but failed. The lack of specifics in the DDR provisions and comments 
from Kabbah about immunity and power sharing increased the instability and led Koroma to end 
the agreement in December, resulting in fighting between the three factions (junta, ECOMOG, 
and Kamajor) (Mutwol 2009).  
 Following the failure of the Conakry Agreement, Nigeria and ECOMOG forced the 
AFRC/RUF out of Freetown. Subsequently, Sankoh was not released from Nigeria. This led 
AFRC/RUF to return to Freetown in early January 1999 with the objective to loot, burn, and kill 
everything in the city in an effort to find and free the RUF leader, who had been repatriated to 
Sierra Leone and convicted of treason and other atrocities (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009).
183
 The 
ECOMOG and CDF counteroffensive pushed AFRC/RUF out of Freetown and into negotiations.  
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 Neither the Conakry Agreement nor the 2001 Abuja Peace Agreement was included in the UCDP Peace 
Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). The UCDP dataset only listed the 1996 Abidjan Peace 
Agreement, the 1999 Lomé Peace Agreement, and the 2000 Abuja Ceasefire Agreement (Harbom et al. 2006, 
Högbladh 2012).  
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 Operation No Living Thing left hundreds of building destroyed and over 7,000 casualties. The rebels could not 
find Sankoh, who had been moved to a secret location (Mutwol 2009). 
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 The Lomé Peace Agreement began with a 7-day ceasefire agreed to by Sankoh and 
Kabbah; however, the acting head of RUF, Sam Bokarie, rejected the ceasefire until Kabbah 
released Sankoh (Mutwol 2009). The negotiations were important as they cut out the AFRC in 
favor of the RUF and involved civil society, which recommended no power sharing with the 
RUF, organizing massive demonstrations to oppose RUF’s demands (Mutwol 2009). This 
furthered the lack of physical and political support for the rebels, reducing their alternatives to 
political violence. It also left the AFRC to serve as spoilers and continue using violence to 
highlight their grievances. RUF was demanding power-sharing with a 4-year transition, 
withdrawal of ECOMOG, amnesty, integration in national army, and release of Sankoh (Mutwol 
2009). 
 While the July 1999 Lomé Agreement eventually failed, it set the stage for success. It 
provided power-sharing to the rebel elites in a coalition government, making Sankoh a vice 
president and head of the commission in charge of diamond mining in addition to providing 
others cabinet positions (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009, Mutwol 2009, Ottmann & Vüllers 2014). In 
addition to the ceasefire and amnesty, the agreement called for the 6,000-strong UN Mission for 
Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) to replace ECOMOG and for the RUF, AFRC, and Kamajor to 
undergo DDR while the national army was restructured (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009).
184
 
 For the political power-sharing to have been effective, the demobilization and 
reintegration phases would have needed to include long-term education. The elites in the rebel 
organization had major influence over the uneducated front line fighters. It wasn’t until the elites 
were satisfied with the peace agreement that the DDR process began. In an effort to ensure his 
physical (and economic) security after the atrocities he ordered, Sankoh delayed or prevented 
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 While the military integration of the RUF fighters was defined, it did not occur before violence returned to the 
country (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014). 
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disarmament of his fighters following the Lomé Agreement (Strategic Survey 2001). After 
Abuja, many RUF fighters refused to disarm until their leaders personally came to them to tell 
them to participate in the DDR process (Mitton 2009, news.bbc.co.uk 2016). 
 The government began implementing the agreement, which also called for a council of 
elders to mediate disputes, a truth commission, and a human rights commission (Mutwol 2009). 
The rebels, especially the AFRC who felt they were overlooked, delayed implementation and 
violated the ceasefire terms. The RUF fought the AFRC for control of territory, refused to disarm 
in their stronghold in the southeast, and both groups prevented UNAMSIL deployments and 
seized their weapons and equipment (Mutwol 2009). The agreement broke down in May 2000 
when Sankoh was arrested for plotting a coup (Harris 2012).
185186
 
 According to Mitton, RUF leaders did not want their fighters to disarm as the fighters 
were the elites’ bargaining chips during negotiation as well as their source of economic security; 
however, the fighters were weary of the war and wanted to disarm (2009). Additionally, there 
were claims of ceasefire violations by both the RUF and the Kamajors against each other, which 
were validated by the UN Special Representative (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
 Following the collapse of the Lomé Agreement, the British sent a contingent to secure 
and evacuate their ex-pats. This action, and the slow deployment of the UN force, encouraged 
other Western powers to become more involved. The resulting British and UN successes on the 
battlefield forced the new head of the RUF, General Issa Sesay, to sign the Abuja Ceasefire on 
November 10, 2000, immediately return seized UN weapons, and begin the disarming process 
(Mitton 2009, Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 2001).  
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 The RUF and AFRC had abducted over 500 UN peacekeepers prior to Sankoh’s arrest (Harris 2012, Mutwol 
2009, Strategic Survey 2001). When 30,000 citizens peacefully marched on Sankoh’s residence, his bodyguards 
fired on the crowd, killing 19. Sankoh fled the situation, but was captured by troops loyal to Koroma and was 
eventually turned over to the Kabbah government (Mutwol 2009, Strategic Survey 2001). 
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 This ended all political power sharing with the RUF (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
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 The ceasefire reaffirmed the Lomé Agreement, though fighting continued throughout 
rebel held territory, especially in the RUF’s eastern stronghold (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 
2014, Mutwol 2009). After further UN deployments and battlefield losses, Sesay signed the 
Abuja II Agreement in May 2001.
187
 Hostilities were significantly reduced as the Kabbah 
government extended its authority and DDR resumed, declaring the war over on January 18, 
2002 (Mutwol 2009).
188
  
 Overall, the causes of conflict were not adequately addressed by the peace agreements. 
The rebel elites have mostly been removed from the environment and prevented from mobilizing 
their former fighters. War weariness and the potential for physical, economic, and political 
security have prompted the combatants to disarm. However, the likeliness of grievance 
recurrence is high given the current environment in Sierra Leone. 
Bottom-Up and Top-Down Conditions 
 There are some signs of progress in Sierra Leone’s bleak case. The war caused positive 
bottom-up social change that resulted in civil society no longer standing for the abuses of the 
ruling class (Harris 2012). The successful military coups in 1967, 1968, 1992, 1996, and 1997 
produced military governments packed with civilians who had missed out on previous elections 
(Harris 2012).  
 The international community spent millions of dollars attempting to facilitate political 
integration by a DDR process aimed turning the RUF into a political party. However, there were 
mixed reactions by the population towards reintegrating rebel soldiers. For example, civil society 
groups involved in the Lomé Peace Agreement recommended no power sharing with the RUF 
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 According to the Peace Accords Matrix, the RUF and the CDF (Kamajors) signed a ceasefire on May 16, 2001 
(https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014).  This was part of the Abuja II agreement. 
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 By the end of 2001, 72,000 combatants had been disarmed (Mutwol 2009). 
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and organized massive demonstrations to oppose the group (Mutwol 2009). The RUF faced the 
same problem with reintegration as Uganda’s LRA and Colombia’s AUC. Due to their extreme 
human rights violations and terror tactics, the population resisted their reintegration, preventing 
any broad-based political support (see Baker & May 2006, Harris 2012, Mitton 2009). 
Exceptions were made, however, for the large number of abductees turned into child soldiers and 
many NGOs were employed to help their reintegration process. 
 The widespread society contempt for the RUF and their tactics was also applied to the 
Armed Forces Ruling Council (AFRC) when they deposed President Kabbah. The population 
felt betrayed at the toppling of a newly elected government by an army complicit with rebels in 
committing human rights violations and pilfering natural resources (Mutwol 2009). The 
AFRC/RUF junta also suffered from severe international sanctions and regional isolation in 
addition to stepped up military actions by ECOMOG forces (Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). 
 Following Abidjan,
189
 the RUF chose not to compete in the 1996 elections (likely due to 
the fact that they were unable to organize politically) while they were negotiating the peace. 
Instead, they tried to delay the election, but were unsuccessful. There was a short-lived RUF-
SLPP coalition in 1999 that fell apart as a result of the RUF’s incapacity for elite governmental 
roles (Harris 2012). The following election, in 2002, was delayed five months as part of the 
Abuja Agreement. Even with the extension, that election was still less than 12 months from the 
peace agreement – not enough time to make such a profound change in the rebel organization. 
 When given their opportunity to rule, the RUF struggled. They had limited ability to 
transition to a political party. Aside from Sankoh pushing out the academics who founded the 
group, the core of the fighters were abducted children. These fighters were illiterate, politically 
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 The RUF required technical assistance in order for them to understand and engage in the negotiations with the 
outside world that resulted in the Abidjan Accord (Harris 2012). 
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and socially dislocated, and ill-equipped to return to civil society or channel their grievances 
through peaceful mechanisms (Mitton 2009). Unlike some of Colombia’s communist groups, the 
RUF did not spend any energy on educating their fighters or their community during the conflict. 
 The population also sanctioned the Kabbah government, making their disdain for 
patronage politics and a lack of development heard through the polls. Kabbah and the Sierra 
Leone People’s Party (SLPP) won the 1996 election in a landslide, with the former ruling All 
People’s Congress (APC) barely reached the 5% threshold to get a seat in parliament (Harris 
2012). They won big again in 2002, mostly due to Kabbah’s connections to international powers 
making him the most likely to bring international donations and ensure peace (Harris 2012). 
When he did nothing to change to political status quo, he was defeated in the 2007 elections by 
the APC. The constituency sent the message that the government must make progress or be voted 
out of office, especially from the young voters who voted based on a desire for change (Harris 
2012, Mitton 2009, Strategic Survey 2005). 
 In an attempt to help the domestic political issues, there has been a great deal of top-
down, international donor money earmarked to fight corruption and improve accountability. 
Even though several mechanisms have been implemented to fight corruption – Anti-Corruption 
Commission, Governance Reform Secretariat, Public Expenditure Tracking Surveys, Corruption 
Surveys, and tighter accountancy within the Minister of Finance – officials are still living outside 
their salaries and trying to skim off the top of development projects without any high-level 
convictions (Baker & May 2006).
190
 The international community is using its donor power to 
fund these mechanisms aimed at a more transparent and fair democracy. However, it is the elites 
who are using their power and influence to insulate themselves from both the top-down pressures 
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 According to a 2002 survey, the governmental obstruction and corruption has led 50% or more of the 
participants to consider 31 of 35 governmental departments as dishonest (Baker & May 2006). 
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as well as the bottom-up desires for change from their constituencies. They are merely taking 
advantage of their time in office to reap the spoils of the state. 
 The success of the Abuja Agreement was due primarily to the lack of external support for 
the rebels and their battlefield losses. The international community was finally able to pressure 
Charles Taylor to cease his support of the RUF. This brought the RUF to the peace talks. 
Additionally, they were able to push Kabbah to the negotiating table when he thought he would 
achieve a military victory.
191
 Equally important was their direct military action, especially 
Nigeria’s intervention to save Freetown early on and the British support of UNAMSIL to push 
the RUF to the table in the end. While regional neighbors (Libya, Liberia, and Burkina Faso) 
were greatly responsible for the initiation of the conflict, it was the broader community of the 
UN that was able to force peace. The UN, in contrast to Nigeria and ECOMOG, had more 
influential and powerful backers in the UNSC member-states. Table 6.6 describes the 
mechanisms related to the cessation of violence for each combatant group. 
Table 6.6: Sierra Leone Groups Cessation of Violence 
Group Agreements End of Fighting Mechanisms 
SLA 
1996 Abidjan; 
1997 Conakry 
1998 Disbanded by President Kabbah; many fought with the AFRC 
RUF 
1996 Abidjan; 
1997 Conakry; 
1999 Lomé; 
2000 Abuja; 
2001 Abuja 
2002 
Military defeats; DDR; political integration; military integration; 
UN PKO; lack of external (Liberia) support 
ECOMOG 1999 Lomé 2000 Mission Complete; replaced/subsumed by UNAMSIL 
CDF 
1999 Lomé; 
2000 Abuja; 
2001 Abuja 
2002 DDR; military integration 
Executive 
Outcomes 
1996 Abidjan 1997 Withdrawal from the conflict by Sierra Leone government 
AFRC 
1997 Conakry; 
1999 Lomé 
1999 military defeat; DDR (1999 Lomé) 
Great Britain N/A 2001 Mission Complete (protect ex-pats; help UNAMSIL) 
UNAMSIL 
1999 Lomé; 
2000 Abuja; 
2001 Abuja 
2006 
Mission Complete (DDR; internal security; national military 
restructuring) 
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 Due to the nature of the conflict – the widespread atrocities, human rights violations, and 
criminal acts – the rebels never cultivated a support base. The transition from rebel fighters to the 
Revolutionary United Front Party (RUFP) was completed, but never stood a chance to succeed. 
Mitton (2009) argues that the transformation provided a conduit for political expression of 
grievances. But there were few in Sierra Leonean society that would support the group, even if 
they agreed with the specific grievance.  
 Civil society wanted Sankoh arrested and tried, not participating in the government. 
Reintegrated soldiers received mixed reactions at the local level, from welcoming and accepted 
to rebuffed and attacked, while some resettled elsewhere for fear of not being accepted (Baker & 
May 2005). The societal need for justice and healing resulted in the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission (TRC) and the Sierra Leone Special Court (SLSC). These two mechanisms 
attempted to provide transitional justice and healing for the nation.  
 Both international and domestic actors became focused on economic enrichment, which 
prolonged the conflict (Kandeh 2005). Nearly every actor committed human rights violations in 
the course of the conflict (Mutwol 2009). The subsequent peace suffered from tensions between 
the top-down push for justice through the SLSC and TRC and the bottom-up desires for local 
reconciliation practices and methods of moving on. The economy, supported by donations, 
hasn’t recovered.192 Rebel fighters are still politically marginalized and out of work. According 
to Mitton, the situation is very similar to the pre-war environment (2009).  
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 In 2006, 70% of the population lived below the poverty line, youth unemployment was at 80%, and donors 
provided 50% of the state’s revenue (Baker & May 2006, Mitton 2009). 
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Summary 
 Both the provisions of the agreements and the environment surrounding negotiations 
changed over the course of the conflict and the five signed agreements. The provisions needed to 
address the causes of the conflict, based in physical, economic, and political security. The failure 
of the Lomé Agreement, which included provisions to address the rebel’s greed and/or 
grievances as well as potential security concerns, illustrates the challenges of implementing 
security mechanisms. 
 While ethnicity did not factor into the RUF’s grievances (Kandeh 2005), the conflict had 
a regional basis fueled by economic incentives. The weak government of patronage left by 
British colonialism left many (especially the youth) in Sierra Leone alienated. The combination 
of poverty and injustice – an economic and distributional crisis aggravated by a lack of services, 
political opposition, or avenue for grievances – provided the incentive for political violence 
(Harris 2012). In his desire to destabilize the ECOMOG-contributing nations, Charles Taylor 
provided the spark to ignite the RUF insurgency. 
 This section analyzes how the causal processes impacted the peace duration. As in the 
previous case studies, I will address the credible commitment of the government, the security 
fears felt by the disarming rebels, the ability of the demobilizes rebels to sanction the 
government if it failed to implement the agreement, and the challenges with third parties 
involved in the conflict.  
Credible Commitment 
 The 2000 Abuja Ceasefire and 2001 Abuja Peace Agreement called for an integration of 
the rebels into the national military. Following the DDR process, 2,350 ex-combatants (2/3 from 
RUF and 1/3 from CDF) joined 12,000 existing troops to create the Republic of Sierra Leone 
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Armed Forces (RSLAF) (Harris 2012). This ended the RUF and the Civil Defense Force (CDF) 
as independent fighting forces.  
 The creation of a new national military (the RSLAF) from former combatants does 
increase the government’s credibility and commitment to the agreement. The government of 
Sierra Leone had little choice, however, as Kabbah had effectively dismantled the corrupt Sierra 
Leone Army (SLA) and used the CDF in its place. Additionally, the criticisms of Krebs (2014) 
and Krebs and Licklider (2016) apply in the Sierra Leone case. The rebel forces were not 
integrated into the new military equally with respect to each other or the government’s forces. 
This required less power-sharing on the part of the government, somewhat limiting their credible 
commitment to the peace process. 
 The historical actions of the Sierra Leone military make the integration of rebel fighters 
and the creation of a new national military a little more credible with respect to the potential 
threat against the government. There have been multiple military-based coups in Sierra Leone’s 
short history. The most prominent of which – Koroma’s Armed Forces Ruling Council’s (AFRC) 
removal of a recently elected Kabbah – resulted in an alliance with the RUF rebels. Putting 
rebels into that mechanism may result in another coup if the government fails to address the 
causes of the conflict. 
 The invitation and deployment of UN peacekeepers to secure the peace agreement and 
begin the restructuring and training of a new military provides a good commitment on behalf of 
the government. They have effectively given up some control to an outside party. The 
peacekeeping force is not under the government’s control and could sanction the government for 
continued violence against disarmed rebels.  
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 In addition to military power-sharing, there was limited credible commitment gained by 
the government’s political power-sharing for two reasons. First, there was limited integration of 
rebel leadership into the government and Sankoh was later arrested for plotting a coup. Second, 
the RUF members and leadership were not capable of transitioning to a political party, primarily 
due to a lack of education and their terror-based actions during the conflict. 
 The government also lost some credibility in the post-conflict phase with the handling of 
war crimes through the Sierra Leone Special Court (SLSC) and the Truth and Reconciliation 
Commission’s (TRC) report. President Kabbah delayed the final TRC report, possibly to sanitize 
it (Baker & May 2006). Additionally, there was little response to it and no compensation for 
victims. While the SLSC imprisoned some of the rebel leaders, there were no indictments of any 
political elites involved in the conflict. For example, the Kamajor leader and head of the CDF 
was indicted while his boss, President Kabbah, was not (Baker & May 2006). 
 Overall, the creation of a new, integrated military and the presence of a UN peacekeeping 
operation provided a moderate amount of credible commitment by the government to the peace 
agreement. Political power-sharing and the healing mechanisms of the Special Court and the 
TRC did not provide much assistance to the government’s position. 
Security Fears 
 Even though there was an amnesty following the Abidjan Accord, the RUF fighters still 
feared for their personal safety from the population that they had been tormenting for the past 
five years (Mitton 2009). This was exemplified by the Kamajor executed RUF combatants trying 
to resettle in their villages (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). The agreement fell apart in May 
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1997 (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014).
193
 The tactics used by the RUF fighters made integration 
difficult and increased the number of actors from which they feared for their security. 
 The economic and political exclusion of the rebels needed to be addressed by the peace 
agreement provisions. Fighting provided empowerment and basic welfare security for the RUF 
members, even though they weren’t interested in political participation (Mitton 2009). In this 
case, political security and economic security are closely related, as the political climate 
prevented the rebel’s economic security. Any political integration needed to ensure economic 
security. There was little political or economic integration and security for disarming rebels until 
the Abuja Agreements. 
 Neither political nor economic security occurred in the Abidjan Agreement. The RUF 
only signed the agreement to provide them physical security as they were being defeated on the 
battlefield by EO and the Kamajor militia. Again, the political/economic
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 security of the RUF, 
especially the elites, was threatened by the international sanctions on, and isolation of, the 
AFRC/RUF junta. While the Conakry Agreement recommended an inclusive government, 
Kabbah threatened both the political/economic security and the physical security of the rebel 
fighters by jeopardizing political integration and immunity, while the DDR process wasn’t clear.  
 The Lomé agreement provided support for the rebels’ political and economic security, 
appeased the RUF leader, included a robust DDR process, and provided physical security 
through both UN peacekeepers and rebel integration into the military. The problem was that it 
didn’t include all the rebels (Koroma and AFRC) and the slow UN deployment weakened the 
security environment, emboldening violence.  
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 The three RUF DDR assembly points had not even been determined by March 1997, preventing the 
demobilization from beginning. The agreement had officially failed in May when Johnny Koroma launched his coup 
(https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
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 I use “political/economic” security because in this case, they are synonymous. 
243 
 
 The two Abuja Agreements picked up where the Lomé Agreement left off, stabilizing the 
security environment and reaffirming the Lomé provisions. This included military integration 
(Ottmann & Vüllers 2014). Following the expulsion of AFRC/RUF from Freetown in 1999, 
AFRC ceased to be a coherent actor as Koroma lost his influence over the former SLA 
soldiers.
195
 This left the RUF and the United Defense Forces (CDF) requiring DDR and 
integration.  
 The creation of a new military reduced the disarming rebels fear for their security 
because they would be able to maintain some of their former fighters in the national military. As 
mentioned previously, this number was relatively small compared to both the total group sizes 
and the number of non-rebel soldiers. Integration was better than nothing. 
 A significant impact to the reduction of rebel fear was the deployment of a UN 
peacekeeping force. Not only did the force work to create a secure environment, it also trained 
the new armed forces. A UN peacekeeping operation and military integration is likely the best 
combination of security mechanisms. The UN force was substantial and effective. While the 
rebel fighter integration into the military was not equitable, it did provided some security as well 
as a potential ability to sanction. 
Ability to Sanction 
 Disarming RUF rebels’ ability to sanction the government came in a variety of forms. 
Primarily, I am concerned with the ability to sanction with violence. The post-agreement peace 
saw approximately 24,000 fighters from the RUF and 37,000 from the CDF disarm and 
demobilized (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009). Their leadership, however, was ineffective and it would 
be challenging to remobilize these fighters if the government began violently oppressing them 
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 Many AFRC fighters continued fighting in small bands, joined the RUF, or participated in DDR. 
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again. Therefore, they were left with those approximately 1,500 former fighters integrated into 
the new national military. That was not a lot, but it does provide some ability to sanction the 
government if required by the situation.  
 While Sankoh publically endorsed the Lomé peace agreement, his second in command, 
Sam Bokarie, said the RUF would not disarm until ECOMOG withdrew from Sierra Leone 
(Mutwol 2009).
196
 They felt threatened by the regional peacekeeping force, similar to Taylor’s 
National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) in Liberia. They feared disarming to the group they 
had been fighting against for the last decade. Refusing to disarm meant they retained the ability 
to defend themselves and sanction the government if necessary. 
 A more substantial sanction was possible from the UN peacekeeping force and the 
international community supporting the operation. It took a while, however, for the international 
community to assist ECOMOG in a post-agreement phase. Above all, there was no enforcement 
by the international community (OAU, UN, and Commonwealth) as the Neutral Monitoring 
Group was not established to punish the parties when they violated the terms of the ceasefire 
(Harris 2012, Mutwol 2009). This just extended the conflict as there were no negative 
consequences for the continuing violence. 
 Once the UN Mission for Sierra Leone deployed, there were over 17,000 soldiers 
providing security for the government. There was little the government could do to stop them, 
especially during the initial creation of the Republic of Sierra Leone Armed Forces (RSLAF). 
Additionally, the member states provided millions of dollars in aid and trade that could be used 
to influence specific actions by the government.  
 A second form of sanctioning, stemming from political power-sharing, is through 
legitimate political action. As part of the Lomé Agreement, the RUF began to transform into the 
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 Bokarie eventually fled to Monrovia for fear of assassination (Mutwol 2009). 
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Revolutionary United Front Party (RUFP), but suffered from internal power struggles. The 
ability to form a political party provided the desired access, but did little to ensure a change in 
the political status quo of repression and exclusion that started the conflict. The lack of societal 
support for the RUF due to their tactics all but guaranteed that they would not gain anything at 
the polls. Former combatants have yet to be fully integrated into the political process (Mitton 
2009). They were unable to form a political party given the make-up of their group and would 
have to rely on violence (theirs or peacekeepers’) to sanction the government if it broke the 
agreement or attempted to resume fighting. 
Third Party Complications 
 Third parties played a major role in the Sierra Leone conflict. The biggest was that of 
Charles Taylor and his National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL). Taylor helped found the RUF 
rebel group in order to destabilize Sierra Leone in the hopes that the country would pull its 
support from the ECOMOG operation fighting the NPFL in Liberia. Taylor helped fund the 
group, selling the alluvial diamonds in RUF-controlled territory in addition to providing arms 
and fighters. The international pressure on Taylor, after his election to President, to cease his 
support to the RUF helped bring the Sierra Leone conflict to an end. 
 The ECOMOG peacekeeping forces in Sierra Leone were another major player. Like the 
similar mission in Liberia, ECOMOG struggled with regional support and logistical capacity. 
Initially deployed to protect their operating bases for the civil war in Liberia, ECOMOG 
increased is role in the civil conflict. They were not always able to hold the capital, especially 
when the Sierra Leone Army (SLA) turned on the government and executed a coup by Koroma. 
The regional force was not able to perform many offensive operations into the countryside. 
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 Instead the government looked elsewhere, especially after it lost confidence in the SLA. 
In addition to giving the civil defense forces a more prominent role, the government of Sierra 
Leone hired private security companies, such as Executive Outcomes (EO), to help quell the 
rebellion. The successes of EO on the battlefield pushed the RUF into negotiations, resulting in 
the removal of private security from the conflict. 
 As peace neared, the Lomé Agreement called for a 6,000-strong UN force. Unfortunately, 
a slow UN Mission for Sierra Leone (UNAMSIL) deployment of troops with varying quality 
delayed the DDR process and subsequent peace, contributing to the instability instead as fighting 
continued. Peace required a British deployment of troops to secure and stabilize the country as 
the UNAMSIL operation continued, eventually fielding over 17,000 troops. The British force 
withdrew the following year after UNAMSIL became more effective and the DDR process was 
underway. The UN terminated its peacekeeping mission at the end of 2005, once the Republic of 
Sierra Leone Armed Forces (RSLAF) was formed and operational (Harris 2012, 
https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014).  
 The international community needed to provide more support for the peace to endure. 
Funding was a major issue throughout the post-conflict period, which seems to be a recurrent 
theme in civil conflicts. There was little funding available to transform the RUF into the RUFP 
(Harris 2012). While the transformation occurred with significant support from Nigeria (Baker & 
May 2005), there just wasn’t enough time between any peace agreement and the following 
national election to make the RUFP competitive. This was primarily the fault of the RUF as 
Sankoh and the military-focused leadership would not allow a capable political wing to develop 
for fear of losing control of the group (Harris 2012). The rebel group was unable to make the 
transfer to a peaceful political force. 
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 Lack of funding also affected the disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration of 
former fighters as well as Sierra Leone’s security sector reform.197 The reintegration burden was 
placed on civil society groups and NGOs due to the focus of the international community on the 
disarming and demobilization of the fighters (Mitton 2009).
198
 In southern Sierra Leone, NGOs 
funded a locally inspired system of peace monitors that allowed the reintegration of ex-
combatants and the settlement of issues in the absence of a functioning judicial process (Harris 
2012).  
 In addition, by 2006, the Sierra Leone Police (SLP) was unable to provide nationwide 
coverage and suffered from low pay (Baker & May 2006). Additionally, the 13,000-strong 
Republic of Sierra Leone Armed Forces (RSLAF) has been plagued with issues spanning 
underfunding, quality of life, and internal tensions following RUF integration (Baker & May 
2005). The British took the lead in reorganizing and retraining the RSLAF, which eventually was 
reduced to 8,500 troops by 2008 despite funding shortfalls for the downsized members 
(https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014).The lack of third party financial support for these programs 
left them anemic and relying on donations and NGOs. 
 An additional issue with third parties’ interventions in Sierra Leone was the conflict 
between the top-down normative desire for retribution and punishment and the bottom-up 
pressure for reconciliation. This came to a head with the Truth and Reconciliation Commission 
(TRC) and the Special Court for Sierra Leone (SCSL). There were several issues with the TRC, 
leaving Sierra Leoneans divided over its use.  
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 According to a 2004 UN report, only 54,000 of the 72,490 disarmed and demobilized combatants received 
reintegration assistance (https://peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
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 There were 72,500 disarmed fighters (approximately 24,000 from the RUF and 37,000 from the CDF), 71,000 of 
them demobilized, but only 55,000 received reintegration assistance (Harris 2012, Mitton 2009). 
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 Most wanted to forget
199
 and the TRC was an obstacle to healing and reconciliation, 
especially in communities that had developed their own reintegration techniques and local, 
grassroots forms of reconciliation and healing (Baker & May 2006). Following many of the TRC 
hearings, local communities held reconciliations rituals to promote the healing process (Baker & 
May 2006). The final TRC report was presented to President Kabbah, who delayed releasing it to 
the public. Many speculated that the delay was due to Kabbah sanitizing the report of any 
possible connection to him or his main supporters (Baker & May 2006). There was little 
response to the TRC report and no compensation for any victims, many of whom were worse off 
than their perpetrators who took advantage of DDR programs.  
 Some of the high-level perpetrators and rebel groups’ leaders were held accountable 
through the SLSC. However, it may not have gone far enough to address the culture of impunity. 
For example, Sam Hinga Norman, the Kamajor leader and head of the CDF who many 
considered a hero for his defense of their region and country, was indicted by the SLSC; 
however, his boss, President Kabbah, was not (Baker & May 2006).
200
 There were concerns that 
the SLSC – like the International Criminal Court warrant for Joseph Kony in Uganda – would be 
destabilizing as those indicted were not from the Sierra Leone political class, but included the 
leadership of the RUF, AFRC, CDF, and President Charles Taylor of Liberia.
201202
 The SLSC 
was not created under Chapter VII of the UN Charter, which means that it cannot demand 
extradition, only considers events that took place in Sierra Leone (limiting in the regional 
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 Baker & May describe social forgetting as the refusal to give the violence a social reality, to reproduce it 
through public speech. Social forgetting promotes healing, social recovery, and personal forgetting (2006). 
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 Norman died in 2007, during his prosecution (news.bbc.co.uk, 2016). 
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 A 2004 survey reported that participants desired the SLSC, but feared it would have negative security and 
political consequences (Harris 2012). 
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 The SLSC indicted 13 people: three from the CDF (including Norman), five from the RUF (including Sankoh and 
Bokarie, both of whom died before the end of their trials, and Sesay), four from the AFRC (including Koroma, who 
fled and is presumed dead), and Charles Taylor (Baker & May 2006). The nine that made it through their trials were 
all convicted to varying sentences. 
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conflict), and must solicit voluntary monetary contributions to operate (Sriram 2007). As such, it 
was extremely underfunded and slow to act.  
 The peace environment saw little internal accountability to the government’s actions. The 
only accountability came from external donors and the international community, which mostly 
withdrew from the country in 2006. Widespread corruption afflicts the country, which remains in 
abject poverty with high unemployment significantly made up of RUF fighters (Mitton 2009). 
Like its neighbor Liberia, the conflict and subsequent peace in Sierra Leone was greatly affected 
by third parties. 
 The success of the Abuja Agreements coupled with the failures of the previous three 
peace agreements (Abidjan, Conakry, and Lomé) demonstrates that military integration and the 
creation of a new military, when these are actually implemented, provide a more stable peace 
than the deployment of peacekeepers. Peacekeeping operations, when implemented, can suffer 
from partial or slow implementation as was the case initially with UNAMSIL. This prolonged 
the fighting and did not provide a suitable security option. Peacekeepers will also leave, and it is 
the integration of the former fighters into the military and police that provides the long term 
stability and security.  
 The international community was able to bring about an end to the fighting, but has made 
little progress towards ensuring a durable peace. Instead, the peace in Sierra Leone is held up by 
a weak central government reliant on external aid. Baker & May summarized the situation as 
“peace without conflict resolution” (2006:225), elaborating that “[a] failed state that cannot 
rebuild itself will almost certainly see a failed peace” (2006:221). Student groups, similar to 
those that turned into the RUF, began forming over the summer of 2000 (Strategic Survey 2003). 
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Sierra Leone is likely to repeat it violent past if it fails to address the original causes of the 
conflict. 
Comparison 
 Like the previous chapter’s comparison, the Liberian and Sierra Leonean cases have 
much in common. Both were born from colonial origins and suffered from tensions between the 
indigenous population and the freed slaves who settled there. Political, economic, and cultural 
marginalization of particular groups fed these tensions which coupled with weak political 
leadership and struggling economies to create the conditions for conflict. Like Uganda and 
Colombia, Liberia and Sierra Leone also saw single-party systems prior to their conflict. The 
Liberian and Sierra Leonean governments were also initially saved from being overrun by the 
Nigerian-led ECOMOG regional peacekeeping force before a more robust and Western-
supported UN force brought about an end to each conflict. Regional politics also played a 
significant role in prolonging both conflicts.  
   There was one major difference between the conflicts in Liberia and Sierra Leone: the 
make-up of the non-state actors. Aside from the difference in number of rebel groups – Liberia 
had ten while there were only three in Sierra Leone – the conflict in Liberia, like Uganda, was 
supported along ethnic lines. Aside from the initial self-defense forces, the groups in Sierra 
Leone were not ethnically based.  
 Even more significant to the subsequent peace, the main antagonist in Sierra Leone – the 
Revolutionary United Front (RUF) – did not have a political platform or common ideology 
which they could use to garner the support of the people. This led to a minor difference between 
the two West Africa cases even though both main rebel groups came close to militarily defeating 
their respective governments.  
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 The first Liberian civil war saw 14 peace agreements signed before peace was actually 
achieved, demonstrating an underlying credible commitment problem. In this case, Charles 
Taylor’s personal desire for the presidency clashed with the transitional government’s desire to 
remove rebels from the post-agreement political landscape. Taylor also did not want to disarm 
his fighters to the Nigerian-led ECOMOG peacekeeping force because he did not trust them to 
ensure his safety following the DDR program. 
 Once ECOMOG and the Liberian transitional government agreed that rebels serving in 
the transitional government could run for president, Taylor’s political needs were met – that was 
the power-sharing he desired. He had the largest military force in the country, even more so once 
ECOMOG left. His rapprochement with Nigeria and the possibility for him to become the head 
of Liberia were enough of a credible commitment on behalf of the government and ECOMOG 
for him to support the peace and disarm.  
 The Accra Agreement had a provision detailing a new national military. Taylor did not 
need that aspect of the commitment to disarm. Nor did he want to integrate former enemies into 
his new military once he was elected president. He did not follow through on that aspect of the 
agreement, hurting his credibility and eventually causing the second civil war, which did include 
a provision for a new military. 
 The resignation and eventual arrest of Taylor left no organized domestic military force in 
the country. The creation of a new military included all Liberian factions. The UN peacekeeping 
force supported the agreement, the 17,000 troops providing increased credibility that it would be 
implemented. Peacekeepers, and the lack of Taylor’s influence, provided a substantial credible 
commitment to the peace process following Liberia’s second civil war. 
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 The agreement also included power-sharing in the transitional government for the rebel 
leadership, but no option to contest the elections. In fact, civil society groups and political parties 
became more influential, due to the absence of Taylor, during the negotiations and the 
subsequent peace environment. The involvement of civil political parties in the negotiations and 
post-agreement government also occurred in Sierra Leone. 
 The role of civil society groups was more prominent in Sierra Leone, likely due to the 
relative weaknesses of both the government and the major insurgent force in combination with 
their focus on economic enrichment. They were able to overcome the weak political pressure 
from Sankoh and Koroma to keep the government in the hands of civilians. Additionally, the 
RUF was never able to become an effective political party to contest civilian influence. 
 The creation of a new national military in Sierra Leone generated a moderate amount of 
power-sharing, but was limited due to the inequality of the integration. It did improve the 
government’s credible commitment to the peace, however, especially when the country’s history 
of military coups is taken into account. However, due to the actual situation and lack of a 
national military, there was a reduced threat of the government using violence during the peace 
agreement implementation. 
 Similar to the limited military power-sharing, the peace in Sierra Leone benefited from a 
very limited political power-sharing. In this case, the lack of credible commitment went from the 
rebels to the government, as Sankoh was arrested for plotting a coup, leaving his successor to 
negotiate the final peace agreements. 
 The presence of the UN peacekeeping force in the post-conflict setting generated a 
significant amount of commitment to the peace. As in Liberia, they provided security during the 
DDR phase as well as training of the new Republic of Sierra Leone Armed Forces. The 
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demobilization of the Civil Defense Forces (CDF) and the disintegration of the Sierra Leone 
Army (SLA) left little opportunity for the government to attack the rebels, much less do under 
threat of the UNAMSIL’s sanctions. 
 Two other factors during the peace reduced the government’s credibility. First, the delay 
in publishing the Truth and Reconcilliation Commission’s (TRC) report by President Kabbah 
and the lack of any consequences or reparations reduced the importance of any findings. Second, 
the lack of any political indictments by the Sierra Leone Special Court (SLSC) made its 
impartiality suspect in the eyes of the population. 
 Between the two cases, the greatest credible commitment came from the government and 
UN peacekeepers in Liberia following their second civil war. The political and military power-
sharing made the peace more inclusive and more durable. 
 As with the credible commitment, Liberia’s two civil wars saw very different aspects of 
security fears. In the first conflict, Taylor and the National Patriotic Front of Liberia (NPFL) 
feared for their security from the Nigerian-led ECOMOG, refusing to disarm to the 
peacekeepers. Once that fear was assuaged through Taylor’s meetings with Nigerian leader, 
General Abacha, he did not fear disarming. The agreement appeased the rebel elites with 
positions in the unity government and provided the fighters with economic and physical security 
by calling for security sector reform and military integration. 
 However, that provision of the agreement was never implemented and Taylor continued 
to oppress the ethnic groups that the provision was designed to protect. After the elections, 
Taylor continued to violently persecute ethnic Krahns and Mandingos, increasing their security 
fears. Due to their exclusion from military and political integration, their only recourse was to 
resume fighting. This led to the second Liberian civil war.  
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 Following the second conflict, the security fear was low. The political integration of the 
Accra agreements again appeased the rebel elites, but the political and social environment had 
changed. There was no longer a dominant rebel military force and civil society continued to gain 
political power as Taylor lost his and was eventually exiled. The lack of an incumbent or major 
rebel political and military force opened up the political space and allowed civil groups to 
dominate both the transitional government and the subsequent elections. Because the LURD and 
MODEL rebels were supported by and recruited from specific ethnic groups, they did not have 
the political support base for national elections. Additionally, there was war weariness 
throughout the country and a desire for peace as thousands of UN troops were providing security 
and a new national military was beginning its training. It seemed to be a situation of inclusion for 
all parties involved, and a desire to move forward. 
 In neighboring Sierra Leone, the situation was similar. The new national military, 
RSLAF, integrated a small number of RUF and CDF fighters compared to the non-rebel forces. 
A large UN peacekeeping force was training the new military and providing security throughout 
the country. There was political integration of Sankoh and several other RUF and AFRC leaders 
following the Lomé Agreement. However, the arrest of Sankoh and renewed fighting led civilian 
groups to apply enough pressure that the political integration was removed in Abuja. 
 Instead, the RUF was transitioned to a political party to try to survive on their own. While 
this satisfied some of the rebel elites, it was the DDR and military integration that created a sense 
of economic and physical security for the fighters. The elites and battlefield commanders 
accompanied their fighters through the DDR process, likely to keep in touch in case they needed 
to remobilize their forces. Additionally, elites were the ones participating in peace negotiations. 
Due to the lack of education and literacy of many fighters, these elites were responsible for 
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informing their members of the terms of the peace agreement, especially the DDR, and often left 
out details that might cause fighters to disarm and demobilize (Mitton 2009). 
 The reintegration packages provided some income and training, while joining the new 
RSLAF gave other former fighters a job and security. The elites were concerned with economic 
and political security while their fighters wanted to ensure their personal security – by hiding or 
keeping weapons, if necessary. This was evident by the vast disparity between the 72,490 
disarmed and demobilized fighters in Sierra Leone and the 42,300 weapons turned in 
(peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). The same disparity was present in Liberia: over 103,000 disarmed 
with less than 28,000 weapons (peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). The abduction and use of child 
soldiers also made the Liberian and Sierra Leone more sympathetic to reintegrating those 
specific former fighters.
203
  
 There were significant benefits to participating in the DDR programs. In addition to a 
monetary payment, the fighters also received education and job training. They likely did not 
receive similar spoils from the economic empires constructed by Charles Taylor and Foday 
Sankoh. The military integration proposed in Liberia and actually carried out in Sierra Leone 
also provided an opportunity for long-term economic income at a lower risk. Between the chance 
to join the new military and the opportunity to retain and hide weapons, the former fighters were 
able to provide themselves with some level of physical safety. Civil support for reintegration, 
especially for the child soldiers, also contributed to a sense of physical safety. 
 Conversely, elites participated in the peace process to ensure their political and economic 
security. As both conflicts (the first Liberian civil war and the Sierra Leonean civil war) 
eventually focused on economic incentives, the elites wanted to ensure that continued. They used 
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 Over 11,000 children were demobilized in Liberia and nearly 7,000 children were demobilized in Sierra Leone 
(peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014). 
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their influence over the groups’ members as bargaining chips by threatening to resume the 
conflict. By obtaining prominent roles in the government, they ensured their political security 
which, in turn, guaranteed they maintained economic security and influence similar to their time 
as rebel leadership. Taylor was never serious about peace until he had a chance to become 
president. Sankoh didn’t support a peace process until he was given a position as vice president 
and control of the diamond mines.  
 The major difference between the two cases is the lack of political integration and the 
societal reintegration problems experienced by the disarmed RUF fighters. The RUF terror 
tactics – like those of the LRA in Uganda and the AUC in Colombia – ensured that the civilian 
population would not support them. They feared the civilian population when they reintegrated 
as part of the DDR program. Earlier in the conflict, they were attacked by CDF forces when they 
tried to rejoin society. As a result, the Sierra Leone case has a slightly more substantial security 
fear issue than Liberia, especially after the second conflict. This was not due, however, to the 
peacekeepers. Instead, it was a result of the characteristics of the group. 
 The RUF’s inability to participate politically also affected their ability to sanction the 
government through political processes. As they were unable to use these processes, their only 
ability to sanction would have been through violence. Their 1,500 fighters integrated into the 
RSLAF may be able to provide that sanction option, but it would most likely come from the UN 
peacekeeping force should it become necessary. Between these two mechanisms, and the civil 
focus of the new government, the ability to sanction following the peace agreement was fairly 
good. 
 Liberia was in a similar situation following the second civil war. The UN force provided 
security and potential sanction against the government. The new, integrated military gave the 
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disarming groups their own ability to sanction. The post-election government was full of civilian 
political parties, making any political sanction by former rebels extremely limited. Peacekeepers, 
especially those backed by the UN, provide a robust ability to sanction. The creation of a new 
military and the integration of rebels into an existing military also contribute a great deal. 
 The only distinguishing might be the characteristics of the peacekeepers. As shown in the 
Liberian case, ECOMOG left shortly after the elections. It did not complete the creation of a new 
national military nor did it continue to provide nation-wide security until the government was 
able and willing to take over. There was no lasting security mechanism to provide an ability to 
sanction without requiring the demobilized rebel group to remobilize its forces. 
 The third parties had similar issues in both of these cases. Liberia was the first to 
experience the Nigerian-led ECOMOG force, bringing with it a large amount of complications. 
The ECOMOG operation was the main reason that the conflict endured as long as it did. It had 
several internal issues, supporting both sides in the fight. Additionally, it appeared that Nigeria 
had a personal issue with Charles Taylor, resulting in severe difficulty in negotiations and 
implementation of the multiple peace agreements. The quality of ECOMOG troops was not 
consistent at all across the troop-donating countries and the quantity was not sufficient to do 
more than secure the capitol. To make matters worse, it did not have adequate funding or 
logistical support to execute the peace enforcement mission that it was tasked to perform. 
 This all changed when the UN took over. Western logistical support allowed the 
peacekeepers to operate into the countryside. They also increased the troop strength by thousands 
in order to effectively secure the peace and train the new military. In addition, there was more 
money for the operation and Western political pressure on the region to maintain the peace. 
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 Fighters participated in the DDR programs in Liberia and Sierra Leone for two main 
reasons. Due to the large-scale UN peacekeeping force backed by the Security Council, the cost 
to continue fighting was too great. In Sierra Leone, the RUF and AFRC were able to abduct UN 
peacekeepers and delay or prevent deployment to the rebel-controlled territories because the UN 
deployment was slow and the quality of troops was inconsistent. Once the deployments sped up 
and Britain provided interim military support, the RUF returned to peace negotiations.  
 Liberia was a similar story. ECOMOG was unable to bring about peace; it was only able 
to achieve a stalemate with the rebels, eventually allowing them to contest presidential elections. 
UNMIL did not allow that to happen the second time. Instead, the UN sent a large military force 
to enforce the peace agreement, facilitate the DDR process, and perform security reform. 
 Sierra Leone faced comparable challenges. ECOMOG’s mission in Sierra Leone also 
dealt with internal fighting. The main difference was the impact of Charles Taylor and his NPFL 
on RUF operations. Peace was only achievable once the international community removed his 
support for the rebels.  
 The UN force in Sierra Leone deployed prior to the one in Liberia. Liberia’s operation 
went better based on lessons learned in Sierra Leone. The slow deployment of UN forces 
required a rapid movement of British forces to secure the state and protect British citizens until 
the UN mission could become operational. The challenges associated with ECOMOG in Liberia 
had a more negative impact on that conflict than the third party issues in Sierra Leone. 
 The causal processes describe a more effective credible commitment with the creation of 
a new military and a UN peacekeeping force providing security until the military is ready. 
Security fears are lower where the group hasn’t terrorized the population and multiple security 
mechanisms, such as military integration and a UN peacekeeping operation, are present. The 
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ability to sanction the government only enhances the peace when the military integration is 
actually implemented. The presence of a robust, impartial (UN) peacekeeping force also 
contributes, especially when political sanctions are limited due to access. The challenges 
associated with a regional peacekeeping operation (ECOMOG) were more influential in Liberia, 
but they were present in both cases. The deployment of a UN force, supported by major UN 
countries, is a more effective security mechanism to prolong the peace. 
 Neither country has returned to conflict. Both states are in charge of their own security 
through new militaries and police forces. There is still a UN presence in both countries in an 
advisory role to help with peacebuilding operations and elections. The challenge to assess the 
hypotheses in Table 6.7 using the Liberian and Sierra Leone case studies is that the peacekeeping 
forces varied within each conflict.  
Table 6.7: Military Integration with Peacekeepers Hypotheses 
Hyp Description Support 
1A DDR provisions alone will increase the likelihood of conflict renewal Supported 
1B 
The combination of DDR and peacekeeper provisions decreases the likelihood of 
conflict renewal more than DDR alone 
Mixed Support 
2A Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement failure Mixed Support 
3 
Military integration provisions have a lower relative risk of peace agreement 
failure than peacekeeping provisions 
Supported 
4A 
Provisions which create new national militaries should have a lower relative risk of 
peace agreement failure than DDR 
Supported 
4B 
Provisions which create new national militaries should have a lower relative risk of 
peace agreement failure than military integration 
Limited Support 
 The Abuja Agreement in Liberia seemed to hold with the ECOMOG peacekeeping force 
accomplishing DDR, but it required additional international support from the US and UN to be 
successful due to the multiple rebel groups fighting each other and the government. In this case, 
the peacekeeping force was necessary to ensure security between the various factions. Looking at 
the within-case comparisons for both Liberia and Sierra Leone, there are several instances in 
which agreements that included peacekeepers failed.  
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 The later Accra Agreement involved a much more robust UN peacekeeping force to 
accomplish the DDR similar to the UN-supported ECOMOG process of Abuja. In neighboring 
Sierra Leone, it took a British-supported UN peacekeeping force to ensure a successful DDR 
program. In both cases, multiple agreements failed to accomplish DDR and ensure the peace due 
to a weak security environment. However, both agreements that succeeded did include a 
peacekeeping operation, but it was only a Western-supported UN force that was able to achieve 
peace. When these two cases are compared to Colombia (DDR only), the impact of peacekeepers 
becomes more prevalent at providing a more enduring peace than DDR alone. 
 Similarly, the within-case comparison of Liberia found support for the role of military 
integration in promoting peace. However, the Sierra Leone case did not support this claim as the 
Abidjan Agreement failed before integration could occur. Additionally, these two cases provided 
less support than the Ugandan case for the role of military integration. These mixed results are 
best summarized by stating that when military integration is accomplished, it is successful in 
prolonging the peace duration. 
 Both Liberia (no military integration) and Sierra Leone (military integration) are 
currently conflict free. However, within the Liberia case there were two civil conflicts with the 
second being caused by the lack of military integration and continued marginalization of the 
Krahn and Mandingo groups. Given that peacekeepers were present during the end of the first 
conflict and focused on getting to the elections so they could return home instead of enforcing all 
the provisions of the agreement, there is support for military integration over peacekeepers.  
 Military integration promotes peace more than peacekeeping due to the limited duration 
of peacekeeping and its challenges in deployment and homogenous quality. In the case of 
Liberia, it was the lack of military integration that promoted a return to violence over the 
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presence of peacekeepers. Sierra Leone also experienced a return to violence following the 
deployment of impartial UN peacekeepers and required a British stop-gap before the UN PKO 
oversaw the DDR process and the British mission reformed the security sector with a new, 
integrated military.  
 Additionally, both Liberia and Sierra Leone created new national militaries. Sierra Leone 
integrated rebel fighters while Liberia did not. These cases provide limited support for the 
creation of new national militaries providing more durable peace than military integration. The 
new militaries, especially when they were implemented, resulted in longer peace durations than 
DDR alone, both with-in case and when compared to the Colombian case. 
 In conclusion, peacekeeping provides a more durable peace than DDR alone when it is 
impartial and substantial (deployment speed, quality of troops, and size of mission). 
Subsequently, military integration is also effective at prolonging the peace when it is 
implemented. Military integration it can be more effective than peacekeepers if the third party 
challenges are significant. A specific military integration provision in these cases, the creation of 
a new national military, was also shown to have benefits over DDR provisions in isolation and 
has limited benefits when compared to military integration. The following final chapter provides 
a conclusion to the study and policy recommendations for future operations. 
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CHAPTER 7: CONCLUSION 
Sources of internal conflict are demands for change, not aggression.  
- James Busumtwi-Sam 
Introduction 
 State ownership of the monopoly over the use of violence is regained following the 
conclusion of civil conflicts. This entails the disarmament, demobilization, and reintegration 
(DDR) of at least one party to the conflict. Once DDR has been accomplished, the disarmed 
group – usually the rebels – suffers from a security dilemma and credible commitment problems. 
How can the government ensure the disarmed group’s security in this post-conflict environment? 
I argue that integrating former fighters into the national military provides a low-cost security 
mechanism which addresses both the security and economic needs of the disarmed group, 
leading to a longer and more stable peace duration. 
 I began this research following a discussion about credible commitment and security 
guarantees.
204
 I wanted to focus my analysis on the security mechanisms needed for combatants 
to achieve a durable peace after a civil conflict. The UCDP Peace Agreement Dataset (Harbom et 
al. 2006, Högbladh 2012) was a great starting point since it contained peace durations, an 
operationalization of the specific agreements, and linked to the peace agreements themselves. 
Using that data as a foundation, I created a unique dataset of civil conflict peace agreements 
signed between 1975-2011 and analyzed the impact of security and inclusion provisions on the 
subsequent peace.  
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 Additionally, I compared four states from my data based on their level of military 
integration and the presence of a peacekeeping force. This qualitative study led to both a case 
comparison as well as a within-case comparison to test the causal mechanisms (Goertz 2016) 
connecting military integration with peace duration. Colombia did not experience either 
peacekeepers or military integration as it dealt with multiple insurgent groups. It was compared 
to Uganda, which integrated former fighters into both a new national military and, later, into the 
existing military, without the assistance of peacekeepers. Liberia and Sierra Leone both benefited 
from peacekeepers, but only Sierra Leone integrated former fighters into their military. 
 There are some potential endogeneity issues with this study. By using peace agreements 
as the unit of study and varying the types of provisions agreed upon, the causality of military 
integration upon peace is called into question.
205
 Additionally, peace agreements are endogenous 
to a durable peace.  In Chapters 3 through 6, however, I have tried to mitigate these issues by 
creating a dataset with variation in both the presence of military integration and its success; using 
a Cox proportional hazard model to analyze the variables of interest, including conflicts that 
were ended via military victory; and by virtue of the comparative case studies.   
 My data has cases that include military integration as well as cases that don’t. Both of 
these groups include successes and failures, permitting a statistical comparison of the effects of 
different agreement provisions and environmental factors on the durability of peace. This 
variation provides the basis for the Cox hazard model. The Cox hazard model does not explicitly 
describe causality. Rather, it expresses changes to the hazard of agreement failure based on the 
inclusion of military integration and many other provisions and environmental factors. The 
inclusion of military victories highlights those cases in which there is not a hurting stalemate 
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driving the inclusion of integrative peace provisions. Finally, Chapters 5 and 6 provide a 
controlled comparison which addresses endogeneity. 
 This study has attempted to determine what contributes to peace following a civil 
conflict. While the causes of the conflict need to be addressed, there must be peace (at least in 
the negative sense) to accomplish that. A secure political and social environment is paramount. 
Military integration is one way to create that environment. This chapter will summarize the 
findings and identify potential contributions to both academia and policy. I will close with a 
discussion of possible future areas of study based on my findings. 
Summary of Findings 
 Both the statistical study and qualitative comparison have demonstrated that power-
sharing – political, military, and territorial – increases peace agreement duration. Power-sharing, 
however, usually requires some type of security for disarming combatants. The method of 
security is primarily dependent on the type of conflict. Mediators and third party peacekeepers 
must keep that in mind. Government capture conflicts do not need peacekeepers, which are more 
effective in regionally-focused secessions that rarely see rebels integrate into the national 
military. I have argued that military integration provides that security as well as, or better than, 
third party peacekeeping operations. The analyses support that argument. 
 Table 7.1 below provides a summary of the support for my eight hypotheses. The use of 
military integration is a viable and successful alternative to peacekeepers following civil conflict. 
Both peacekeepers and military integration are able to provide the security mechanism necessary 
to address the challenges of credible commitment and the security dilemma. As expected, peace 
agreements that address the use of violence by only implementing disarmament, demobilization, 
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and reintegration programs tend to see a recurrence of conflict. There must be some security 
mechanism in place to ensure those disarming that they will be protected. 
Table 7.1: Summary of Support for Hypotheses 
Hyp Description 
Statistical 
Support 
Without 
Peacekeepers 
With 
Peacekeepers 
1A 
DDR provisions alone will increase the likelihood of 
conflict renewal 
Mixed 
Support 
 Supported 
1B 
The combination of DDR and peacekeeper provisions 
decreases the likelihood of conflict renewal more than 
DDR alone 
Supported  
Mixed 
Support 
1C 
The combination of DDR and military integration 
provisions decreases the likelihood of conflict renewal 
more than DDR alone 
Supported Supported  
2A 
Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement 
failure 
Strong 
Support 
Supported 
Mixed 
Support 
2B 
Military integration reduces the hazard of agreement 
failure following government capture conflict more 
than it reduces the hazard following secessions 
Limited / 
Mixed 
Support 
  
3 
Military integration provisions have a lower relative 
risk of peace agreement failure than peacekeeping 
provisions 
Supported 
Establishing 
Baseline 
Supported 
4A 
Provisions which create new national militaries should 
have a lower relative risk of peace agreement failure 
than DDR 
Unable to 
determine 
Limited 
Support 
Supported 
4B 
Provisions which create new national militaries should 
have a lower relative risk of peace agreement failure 
than military integration 
Unable to 
determine 
Limited 
Support 
Limited 
Support 
 Military integration provides this security and can promote a longer peace duration than a 
formal peacekeeping operation. This is especially true when the peacekeeping force has trouble 
mobilizing and deploying forces, is comprised of varying levels of military quality, lacks 
sufficient manpower or equipment to complete their mandate, or become a combatant. The 
challenges of effective international peacekeeping, specifically in a peace enforcement role (or 
any mission requiring combat troops with an expectation of actually fighting) seem to be too 
great to overcome. However, when they are able to deploy in force, UN peacekeepers address 
several of these challenges. 
 I argued that the different power-sharing provisions were possibly influenced by the 
relative rebel military strength and incurred varying levels of cost to the government, signaling 
their commitment to implement the agreement. However, that was not completely validated in 
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the statistical data. While military integration (which included the creation of new militaries) 
reduced the risk of agreement failure, the lower-cost DDR provision had mixed results due to its 
interaction with other security mechanisms (see Chapter 4). Subsequently, the case studies 
demonstrated the continuation or return to violence when only DDR was used to provide 
security. The effect is even more pronounced when disarmed fighters have an alternative group 
to join if they wish to continue fighting, as was the case in Colombia. When the relative power of 
the rebel group is included, we see that the potential cost of military integration to the 
government goes up, resulting in a lower chance of that provision being included. The creation 
of a new national military provides both long-term economic and physical security to the former 
combatants, enhancing the durability of the peace agreement. 
 The economic security is especially important to the group’s fighters. They will go where 
the money is to disarm. Liberian fighters participated in the DDR program in Cote d’Ivoire 
because that program paid more than the DDR program in Liberia (Ottmann & Vüllers 2014, 
Strategic Survey 2005). Keen agrees, proposing that fighters may join a conflict to get a piece of 
the subsequent peace’s DDR program (2012). For instance, fighters in Sierra Leone went and 
fought in Liberia in order to participate in the DDR program. Military integration pays more and 
lasts longer, even if the integrated military will demobilize at a later date to a manageable size. 
 With respect to political power-sharing, both the low-cost political power-sharing 
mechanism – allowing the rebels to form a political party – and integrating rebels into the 
government had a similar positive effect on the peace duration. The success of political 
participation stems from the primary grievance of civil conflict: exclusion from the political 
process. Once groups are given access and able to have some effect on politics, they can begin to 
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change the societal and economic environment that also likely contributed to the outbreak of 
violence. 
 Finally, territorial power-sharing provisions also demonstrated the varying costs incurred 
and credible commitment made by the government. The lower-cost provision, local integration, 
increased the risk of conflict renewal, but the impact of granting autonomy or federalizing the 
affected regions contributed to a longer peace. In fact, interacting DDR with territorial provisions 
also dramatically promoted peace in secessionist conflicts as it reduced the ability to fight while 
granting more responsibility to the rebel group. 
 Power-sharing provisions serve to provide security and address rebel grievances in the 
post-conflict environment. Both contribute to the peace duration. This study took a close look, 
statistically and qualitatively, at the impact of military integration to that post-conflict peace. 
While my statistical analysis and case studies provide support for my assertions regarding the 
benefits of military integration, my expanded research illuminated three additional findings that 
are not explicitly addressed in the literature. 
 The first finding is that future studies need to disaggregate their data with respect to the 
causes of the conflict or goals of the rebels. In this study, I disaggregated by conflict type 
(secession versus government capture). Not all agreement provisions address the causes of both 
types of conflicts. For example, there is little reason to expect territorial power sharing in a peace 
agreement attempting to solve a government capture conflict (see Table 3.3 in Chapter 3 for a 
summary). My quantitative results also demonstrate several variables that have divergent effects 
given the type of conflict. While not all of the hazard rates are statistically significant, 
peacekeeping, government provisions, third-party implementation commissions, ethnicity, polity 
capacity, battle deaths, previous agreements between the combatants (Dyad PA), aggregated 
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relative rebel power, and combining DDR with military integration all diverge based on conflict 
type (see Tables 4.1-4.5 in Chapter 4).  
 Peacekeeping operations and ethnic conflict have a positive effect (longer peace) on the 
hazard of agreement failure for secessions and a negative effect (shorter peace) on the risk of 
government capture conflicts returning to violence. As explained earlier, this is due to the 
correlation between ethnic characterization and secessionist conflicts. Ethnic groups are better 
able to mobilize and recruit during the conflict and are able to influence and police their group 
from violating the peace. Conflicts for independence are focused on a smaller area with more 
clearly defined borders than those for control of the government (see Cunningham et al. 2016). 
These make peacekeeping operations more effective and increase the likelihood of success. 
 The use of government power-sharing provisions, polity capacity of the state, the number 
of previous agreements, and the combination of DDR and military integration seem to increase 
the chance of agreement failures in secessions, but decrease the failure risk in government 
capture conflict (longer peace). Government power-sharing, polity, and previous agreements all 
speak to the democratic environment based on trust and negotiations. The more likely a state is 
to govern democratically, the higher the chance that being part of the government may help 
institutionalize reforms aimed at resolving the problems that caused the conflict. The 
combination of DDR and military integration had mixed (and statistically insignificant) results in 
secessions, but it consistently increased the peace duration in government capture cases. This is 
somewhat due to the democratic condition, but mostly is about security. Having access or 
influence over the armed forces provides that security if the government attempts to use its 
military or paramilitary units to repress specific groups. 
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 Third-party implementation commissions had mixed results in conflicts of independence, 
but increased the peace following government capture cases. Of the 42 failures in the data, 27 
(64%) had implementation commissions.
206
 In regions attempting to secede, the conflict is 
somewhat confined and violations are easier to observe. This may not require the oversight of an 
implementation commission, especially if territorial power-sharing provisions are used. 
However, third-party oversight is more effective to ensure the government is not taking 
advantage of the post-conflict environment following an attempt to seize control of the 
government. In addition, many of these agreements call for elections, which would be part of the 
implementation commission’s mandate. 
 The power of rebel groups relative to the government also had mixed results in 
secessions, but was consistent in decreasing the peace following government capture conflicts. I 
would expect rebels fighting for independence would have a higher aggregate relative power 
than most rebels fighting to gain control of the state due to their increased ability to mobilize and 
higher level of centralized control. The decreased peace duration in government capture conflicts 
is likely due to the stronger rebel groups thinking that they can win militarily and using the peace 
process to regroup and rearm, like Charles Taylor and the NPFL in Liberia. 
 Finally, battle deaths have no impact on conflicts over the government, but they reduce 
the peace duration in secessions. Similar to the effect of PKOs and ethnicity in these types of 
conflicts, when closely knit ethnic groups fighting for their independence suffer higher 
casualties, they may exhibit revenge-seeking behaviors. The fact that the government is targeting 
a specific group in a designated area might also reduce the trust that these rebels have in the 
government’s desire for peace and willingness to implement the agreement. 
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 The second finding results primarily from the case studies. If there is political power 
sharing or the creation of a political party for the rebel group, their capacity to act as a political 
organization must be taken into account by everyone involved. More time and money will be 
necessary for a new political party to become even marginally competitive. The new party will 
need training on running a political party, mobilizing political support, how the government 
works, etc. This becomes even more of a factor if the group has literacy problems or was unable 
to secure public support. Without time and training, there is no point to holding an election as the 
outcome (or at least the new party’s results) is easily predicted. 
 The final finding was that a security mechanism coupled with an inclusion mechanism 
was both necessary and sufficient for a durable peace. Either peacekeepers or military integration 
coupled with integrating rebels into the government significantly extends the peace duration in 
both types of conflict. Peacekeepers had a stronger effect on prolonging the peace following 
secessions while military integration was more successful at enhancing the peace following 
government capture conflicts. Integrating secessionist fighters into the national military does not 
guarantee physical security for those fighters or the rest of their geographically-oriented group.  
 The inclusion mechanism of permitting the rebel group to form a political party only 
appears to work with military integration. Allowing rebels to form political parties is an 
extremely low cost form of cooperation for the government, especially if the government is able 
to dominate the political process and exclude the new parties from gaining influence over the 
system as they were in Colombia. Territorial provisions, however, are not frequently used in 
government capture cases, except to possible appease a rebel group’s support base. They provide 
both an inclusion mechanism and, at times, a security mechanism following independence 
conflicts.  
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 Findings from this study’s statistical analysis and qualitative comparison make 
contributions to academia and generate policy implications. The following section discusses 
those contributions. 
Contributions 
Theoretical 
 This study contributes to several paths of current academic research. First, it highlights, 
and hopefully addresses, several issues with previous empirical studies of post-conflict peace and 
peace agreements. This study addresses four main issues with previous statistical study designs: 
defining cases by larger battle death counts, arbitrarily choosing a time limit to define success, 
using broadly defined independent variables, and aggregating all types of civil conflict into the 
study. 
 Previous studies focus on civil wars, not conflicts. An agreement can fail resulting from a 
return of violence without reaching a “civil war” level of 1,000 battle deaths. This failure and use 
of violence may force a renegotiation and new agreement. This is important to study and can 
have serious implications on the terms of the agreement as well as resulting peace. Utilizing a 
lower threshold highlights those changes.  
 This study employs a hazard model (like DeRouen et al. 2009) which accounts for 
variation in the terms of success or failure. It does not arbitrarily designate a specific time limit 
to determine success (usually a lack of returning to civil war) with a logistic regression. 
Cunningham et al. (2016:248) point out that scholars are recognizing “the limitations of using 
the country/year as the unit of analysis and a simple dichotomy of war and peace”. The ability of 
using more precise temporal descriptions only improves the results’ validity. 
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 This study also contributes to the theory of civil conflict resolution by gaining more 
fidelity on the types of peace agreement provisions that are included. It demonstrated that 
different specific provisions produce different effects. This use provides a more focused study of 
military power sharing than has been previously accomplished (Hartzell & Hoddie 2003). Using 
specific provisions builds upon the argument that different power-sharing mechanisms incur 
different costs and therefore provide different levels of credible commitment by the actors 
(Jarstad & Nilsson 2008, DeRouen et al. 2009).
207
 As shown in the results, different provisions 
produce varying levels of peace following the agreement. This is even more evident when 
interacting independent variables. We must drill down below general provision categories which 
count the number of power-sharing provisions and use more specific provisions as independent 
variables. 
 Just as we must increase the detail on power-sharing provisions as independent variables, 
we must also increase the detail on the descriptions and categories of cases. Specifically, we 
must disaggregate the data by conflict type. This demonstrates more accurate effects from the 
independent variables on the peace duration while emphasizing that some specific power-sharing 
provisions have adverse effects on different types of conflicts. Government capture conflicts 
have different causes than secessions. Subsequently, they should have different solutions 
identified in peace agreements. Future statistical studies should reevaluate the type of model used 
and potential alternative explanations to their theories. 
 The study also supports the argument (Fortna 2004a; Hartzell & Hoddie 2003, 2007; 
DeRouen et al. 2009) that power-sharing provisions reduce the chance of agreement failure and a 
return to violence depending on the type of conflict. Political power-sharing, military power-
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sharing, and territorial power-sharing all significantly contributed to the peace in different ways 
for the two types of civil conflict (secession and government capture) that were studied. 
Accordingly, this study contradicts those arguing that power sharing has no effect on peace 
durability (Mukherjee 2006, Roeder & Rothchild 2005).  
 More specifically, this study provides a more nuanced claim of the need for security and 
inclusion to promote the peace (see Walter 2002). Based on conflict type, I reveal the need to 
provide inclusion in the form of power-sharing as well as some level of security to ensure longer 
peace durations. Security mechanisms help resolve security dilemmas and commitment problems 
while inclusion mechanisms address the causes of the conflict. This study expands the options 
for potential security mechanisms to include military integration and territorial provisions to 
Walter’s (1997, 2002) need for third party peacekeepers.  
 This study focused on the role that integrating rebel fighters into the national military has 
on the peace duration, especially when compared to peacekeeping operations. The results 
demonstrate a significant positive impact to the peace duration when military integration is 
included in the peace settlement. I also show that military integration is more effective than 
peacekeeping operations in government capture cases. This, again, underscores the need to 
disaggregate by conflict type. 
 Focusing on the rebel fighters and the peace agreement provisions calls into question the 
effect of those fighter’s power relative to the government (see Cunningham 2009, 2012, 2013). 
This study shows that rebel power does have an effect on the duration of peace. That effect is 
dependent on the type of conflict, with stronger rebels reducing the duration in government 
capture conflicts. This provides more support for disaggregating conflict types. Additionally, 
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stronger rebel groups are more likely to see peacekeeping operations and less likely to 
experience military integration.  
 Finally, this study makes a significant contribution to the limited literature regarding 
post-civil conflict DDR. There are few large-N statistical studies of post-conflict DDR and 
military integration, and I feel that these research designs could be improved upon. The majority 
of scholarly work involves case studies of specific conflicts or categories of DDR, such as 
women or children. These types of works, however, are limited in their scope and applicability.  
My mixed-method research contributes to the furtherance of post-conflict studies and the 
empirical analysis of the cases. 
Policy 
 In addition to its academic contributions, this study also generates important policy 
implications for those involved in peace agreements. Mediators should focus on two things: 
addressing combatants’ grievances with power-sharing mechanisms and providing security. 
Power-sharing will help facilitate long-term cooperation between the former enemies, especially 
if the power-sharing provisions are able to change over time in response to changes in the 
parties’ relationships with each other and in response to the evolution of political institutions. 
This is especially important following ethnic conflict as the society is already fractured along 
ethnic identity and needs more time and positive interaction to heal. Increasing political access 
through power-sharing addresses exclusionary policies, but it is the lack of security that permits 
violence against the out-groups. Consequently, they can only response with their own violence. 
 There should also be a focus on the physical security of any group that disarms. Military 
integration provides a faster, less expensive approach to physical security than a peacekeeping 
operation. However, there may be times that it is not an appropriate solution. Secessionist 
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conflicts will benefit little from integrating rebel fighters into the national military. Additionally, 
the cost to the government may be too high to integrate strong rebel groups into the military for 
fear that they will take them over or use them to remove the government from power. Mediators 
and other third parties must be aware of the situation and power balance and do everything they 
can to understand how each side views the costs associated with each provision as well as 
transmit that information to the other side. This helps promote credible commitment. 
 If a peacekeeping operation is warranted, especially if peace enforcement is needed, the 
international community should work to generate a UN peacekeeping force through the Security 
Council. At a minimum, this ensures Western logistical support and a wider array of non-military 
actions, such as sanctions, to encourage an end to the conflict. If timing is critical, regional 
peacekeepers should be deployed as a short-term defensive stop-gap until a more robust UN 
force can mobilize. This should help stabilize the conflict situation and stop any critical 
offensives until the larger and better equipped UN force is able to takeover and contain the 
fighting (see Cunningham et al. 2016). Peacekeepers, and their ability to provide security and 
sanctions, will eventually leave. It is the integration of the former fighters into the military and 
police that provides the long term stability and security when that happens.  
 If third-parties are involved in the peace process, as they are likely to be, then the 
international community must decide what the end state should look like. What does the third-
party need to accomplish for them to leave? Are they only staying until elections or are they 
rebuilding the economy and/or military? These types of questions need to be determined before 
the intervention. If elections are the end goal, security must be a necessity or the state will likely 
see either a return to violence or the inability of the government to rule. My case studies 
provided several examples of these outcomes: Sierra Leone in 1997, the majority of the Liberian 
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transitional governments, and the periods following the 1985 Okello coup and subsequent 
Nairobi Agreement in Uganda. This generates another complication with the use of third-party 
peacekeeping forces. 
 Third parties to conflicts must also make clear their perceived costs to intervening, 
mediating, or guaranteeing security. How invested is the third party? If they are guaranteeing 
security, they must pre-position forces for a rapid response should violence recur. What 
motivates their role as a mediator – access to natural resources, former colonial relationship, or 
something else? These should be made clear to both sides in order to facilitate the negotiation 
process. Those countries intervening need to also make clear their motivations and desired end 
state. Do they have domestic support or will they withdraw if they lose soldiers? The primary 
parties to the conflict must trust third parties, especially during the peace negotiation and 
implementation phase. They generate a credible commitment with these outside agencies that 
must also be overcome. The goals and end state of third parties need to be addressed before they 
become actors in either the conflict or the subsequent peace process or they risk the resumption 
of conflict. 
 Additionally, if international organizations, like the UN, want to work with the 
combatants during the post-conflict peace and statebuilding phases, they need to be asked or 
consulted by the warring parties. Otherwise, the fighters will likely turn on them as a third party 
actor to the conflict, similar to what the NPFL did to ECOMOG and the UN in Liberia and what 
the RUF did to ECOMOG and the UN in Sierra Leone). The organization sending peacekeepers 
should also be prepared to fight and win if the enter the conflict without the consent of the 
combatants, regardless of the purity of their motives. This reinforces the need to have a specific 
desired end state prior to intervening.  
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 There needs to be oversight of peacebuilding, statebuilding, NGOs operations, and other 
third party interactions during the peace. As the number of actors increases, so too do the 
inefficiencies. With too many cooks in the kitchen, who is responsible for the security sector 
reform – the host nation government, international actors, private companies? This is an 
underlying theme of the Curtis & Dzinesa’s book (2012). Whether we’re talking about NGOs in 
Burundi (Lemarchand 2012); DDR (Omach 2012); security sector governance (Hutchful 2012); 
or the challenges to peacebuilding and statebuilding in Sierra Leone and Liberia because the 
international community, not the national government, had the ownership (Ero 2012), the need 
for coordination and ownership is critical. 
 For those crafting the peace agreement, the provisions need to be specific. There should 
be very little ambiguity for one side or the other to take advantage of during implementation. 
This is critical regarding the security mechanism as it allows implementation commissions to 
accurately assess DDR progress (usually on the part of the rebels). I feel that it is also very 
important for the inclusion mechanism – whether that is political or territorial power-sharing – 
for very similar reasons. The implementation of these provisions is usually dependent on the 
government and this allows the commission to ensure the government is doing their part. 
 Many civil conflicts are caused by the government’s lack of inclusion towards a certain 
group of society. If part of the solution is to include them politically, then there needs to be time 
to ensure that group has politically educated members. The same applies if the group is granted 
the ability to form a political party. The need for time to educate group members or develop a 
political party is essential for this approach to be successful. This becomes more important if 
elections are scheduled (see Harris 2012).  
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 The challenge for democracy involving former rebels is the difficulty in turning rebel 
groups into political parties. They need time in a secure environment to develop political 
mobilization mechanisms as well as experience with political rules. Rebel groups’ political 
capacity is vital to the election outcome and potential stability (Harris 2012). While more time is 
beneficial for the democratic process, it also costs more money for peacekeepers (in the case of 
Liberia) and any state-building projects. 
 A brand new political party has little chance of being successful in a general election if 
they do not have a political party machine or base. The opposite is also true. In Liberia, Charles 
Taylor’s NPFL was able to create a national political party throughout the territory they 
controlled and the opposition had little chance to effectively mobilize prior to the elections. 
Wlodarcyzck (2009) also cautions that many ex-combatants were never part of society 
(especially child-soldiers) and they don’t know or understand how an electoral process works. 
There needs to be more time between signing a peace agreement and holding elections in order 
to educate and assist nascent political parties and former fighters. 
 Similar to political education, there also needs to be some degree of transitional justice 
and healing in order for any DDR program to work. The money usually runs out before the 
reintegration phase, but this is probably the most important part of DDR to ensuring a sustainable 
peace. How can fighters return to a society that they may have just been fighting? There is 
significant difficulty regarding social reintegration if the fighter was part of a faction that abused 
segments of society (Humphreys & Weinstein 2007). There needs to be more money earmarked 
for programs aimed at healing society and reintegrating former fighters. This may be local 
forgiveness ceremonies or national programs that increase the positive interactions between ex-
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combatants and society. INGOs have played a large role in this area and should continue to be 
utilized, but with more focus and oversight. 
 The challenge in many other civil conflicts regarding economic grievances and the need 
for aid is that DDR tends to be different where economic issues are at the center of the fighting 
as guns become a potential source of profit (Spear 2006). Porous borders, trans-border groups, a 
need for self-defense, and a permissive market for weapons can create a gun culture which 
results in the use of weapons to settle disputes and obtain economic gain. Fighters are unlikely to 
disarm in an environment of economic uncertainty. That being the case, agreements to disarm 
and actual cases of disarmament demonstrate an intent to comply and cooperate (Spear 2006). 
Economic and societal inclusion create an environment which devalues guns, limiting the desire 
and ability for former fighters, dissatisfied with the current conditions, to return to violence. This 
environment must be supported by disarmament and demilitarization, an increase in policing 
coupled with a reduction of weapons used as dispute resolution mechanisms, and a building of 
trust between society and reintegrated fighters (Opongo 2013, Spear 2006). 
 One possible solution is to provide development to villages in return for the surrender of 
small arms and light weapons (SALW), as was adopted in Mali (Spear 2006). The countries in 
the Great Lakes and Horn of Africa regions have joined together for a regional approach. 
Adetula (2008) argues that this regional approach is imperative due to the potential domino 
effect of conflict spill-over resulting from porous borders and interstate ethnic groups. The 
Nairobi Protocol for the Prevention, Control, and Reduction of Small Arms and Light Weapons 
in the Great Lakes Region and the Horn of Africa seeks to address this need. It focuses on 
information sharing information and intergovernmental cooperation regarding the manufacture, 
trafficking, and possession of small arms and light weapons; common legislative measures; law 
280 
 
enforcement cooperation; control, accountability, and disposal of civilian and state-owned 
weapons; as well as voluntary surrender programs and public education and awareness programs 
(www.sipri.org 2016). The goal must be to address the social and economic aspects of the 
environment, removing weapons as a source of income and addressing some of the basic 
grievances. 
 These recommendations can be applied to some contemporary examples in Iraq, Syria, 
Afghanistan, and Colombia. While the first three are on-going conflicts, Colombia has just 
finished a 5-year peace process with the FARC rebels. Aside from the plebiscite’s rejection of 
the agreement and the subsequent changes, the Colombian Congress-approved peace agreement 
with the FARC has already suffered from ambiguity. The rebels believe that “D-Day” begins 
once the amnesty law is passed and won’t begin disarming until they no longer fear arrest and 
prosecution (colombiapeace.org 2016a). The government thinks D-Day is the day after the 
agreement is approved and the FARC should begin disarming. This ambiguity stresses the peace 
process and threatens its success. 
 The agreement calls for some inclusion as well – specifically the creation of a political 
party and economic reforms – but has limited security measures. A UN-led DDR process and 
government security guarantees is all that ensures security for the disarming FARC members. 
Similar to the agreement that created the Patriotic Union (UP), this one has also resulted in 
political violence that has killed or targeted nearly 100 social leaders this year 
(colombiapeace.org 2016b). Different from the social desire for peace that led to a new 
constitution in the 1990s, however, Colombians today recently voted against the peace deal and 
may cause challenges for reintegration.  
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 It was a good decision to have a neutral third party oversee DDR of the FARC fighters. 
There needs to be a more proactive security mechanism. While the political environment had 
become less violent in the past and may not have driven a formal security mechanism, there is 
still the chance and opportunity for a resurgence of political violence (which seems to be 
happening). At a minimum there should be some level of security sector reform that includes a 
portion of the rebel fighters integrating into the national or regional police or the military; or, 
more accountability from the police and military to protect social leaders. If the government of 
Colombia cannot control the political violence, then this peace deal won’t last long. 
 The same is true in Afghanistan. It would be interesting to see if political violence there 
decreased if or when the government of Afghanistan allows the Taliban to be a legal political 
party. I don’t feel that there would be political violence against them, but I am concerned that 
they would continue to use violence to further their objectives, voiding any potential peace deal 
that is made. The state of affairs in Afghanistan following the fall of the Taliban regime resulted 
in the US-led NATO force reconstituting the Afghan security forces from scratch, including the 
police and national military. This new military is being filled by vetted Afghanis, who could 
potentially be former Taliban fighters. The new police and military are slowly taking over 
security responsibilities throughout the country and will need to stop the political violence and 
terrorist attacks before peace can be enjoyed. The new and integrated force has the potential to 
be successful, but it may hinge on the ability of the government to bring the Taliban to the 
negotiating table. There is a chance that Taliban fighters are able to reintegrate into Afghani 
society. 
 The government of Iraq faces a similar security situation to Afghanistan. It has had to 
rebuild its police and military forces following the fall of the Hussein government and the 
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subsequent Sunni-Shia civil war. The challenge there now is the emergence of the Islamic State 
of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL). If ISIL can distance itself from its ideology (which I don’t see 
happening), Iraq could see a similar outcome as Afghanistan. The new national military accepts 
vetted volunteers, which may include former ISIL fighters. An additional complication is the cast 
human rights violations made by ISIL which will make reintegration extremely difficult and 
require extensive transitional justice and healing mechanisms. The ideology of ISIL makes any 
disarming fighter vulnerable to retribution from active ISIL fighters for abandoning their cause. I 
do not believe, however, that ISIL will distance itself far enough away from the fanatical 
ideology or goal of the Caliphate to be able to sign a peace agreement or integrate into Iraqi 
society. 
 Even more complicated than Iraq, the situation in Syria has the classic civil war context 
as well as the emergence of Islamic fundamentalist groups like ISIL. For peace to begin, a peace 
enforcement mission may be required, but a neutral (including US and Russian) UN-led 
peacekeeping operation is essential to provide security and accomplish DDR in any post-conflict 
scenario. Peace is unlikely as long as President Assad is in power, unless the Russian-backed 
Syrian government can defeat the rebels. If the government is victorious, I would expect no 
formal peace agreement to occur, resulting in continued low-level insurgency or terrorist activity 
to continue of those Syrians still willing to resist. Security sector reform and military integration 
are unlikely in this case. 
 If Assad steps down, however, the country would require massive amounts of 
humanitarian and economic aid to rebuild the war-torn country from the ground up. A new 
government – and, eventually, elections – would be necessary as well as a new military. 
Integrating rebels into a new military would be a little easier as many of the rebels were once 
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part of the Syrian military. However, the numerous terrorist groups and Islamic fundamentalists 
that sprang up in the chaos of Syria would need to be dealt with, requiring some vetting 
mechanism for potential police and military volunteers as well as third-party security forces to 
provide law and order in the chaos. As a result of the massive human rights violations on both 
sides in addition to the intensity and duration of the conflict, significant justice and healing 
mechanisms would also be required to move forward. 
 Where do we go from here? Where can we take these findings and what gaps are there? 
The next section discusses potential future studies based on the research and analysis performed 
in this study. 
Future Studies 
 In my opinion, the first consequence of this study would be to expand the UCDP Peace 
Agreement Dataset (Harbom et al. 2006, Högbladh 2012). My statistical analysis did suffer from 
the smaller number of cases, especially when I wanted to analyze more independent variables’ 
effects on the peace duration. The dataset is a starting point. It doesn’t contain all agreements, 
but serves to provide a stepping off point, identifying potential trends, etc. (see Goertz 2016). 
Having a larger number of cases for both the statistical analysis and potential cases for the 
qualitative comparison would only serve to benefit the results. What other peace agreements 
have been signed with the hope of ending a civil conflict? 
 Similarly, I did not perform a deep dive into all of the peacekeeping operations called for 
in the many agreement provisions. Specifically, was there a difference between UN operations 
and regional peacekeepers? Based on my analysis, there is an effect of peacekeeping, but 
operationalizing the mandates from different international organizations might produce a more 
nuanced view. This study should also look at when the peacekeepers intervened and what their 
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goal or desired end state was. Did they intervene to save the capital and government from being 
overrun – as was the case in Liberia – or was it just to stop the fighting? More could be done to 
compare and describe the different options for a security mechanism. 
 Some of those answers may be in the Cold War literature on civil conflict and 
interventions. Call discusses the changing normative framework after the Cold War that 
emphasizes negotiations (2012). My data contains 97 cases, 48 of which involve conflicts that 
began during the Cold War. Only seven of the 12 agreements signed during the Cold War ended 
those conflicts. The remaining 85 cases create an apparent correlation of signed agreements with 
the post-Cold War environment. What is it about the post-Cold War environment that has led to 
the signing of so many more peace agreements? 
 Adding a cold war control or disaggregating the cases by time period might provide more 
insight into this Cold War effect. The location of civil conflict may have shifted during this time, 
changing the cost analysis of powerful international actors and resulting in the emergence of 
regional organizations. These organizations are now providing peacekeeping forces which is 
likely because of the seeming lack of interest by major Western states and the UN Security 
Council to become involved militarily. Adebajo (2002) provides a different view of African civil 
conflict, stating that the roots of conflict in Africa were internal: inept political leadership that 
manipulated ethnicity to favor or suppress specific groups, unresolved differences from 
colonially inherited borders, weak and unproductive economies, inefficient bureaucracies, and 
fragile political authority. Using peace agreements to analyze a potential Cold War effect could 
benefit further study. 
 Another area of potential study and improvement on my design is in the control variables. 
Cunningham et al. (2006) criticize the use of state-wide control variables. They don’t accurately 
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describe the environment, especially if the conflict is confined to a specific region in the state 
(something likely to be true in secessions). That is one reason why I chose to use capacity to 
describe my controls (Polity and per capita GDP). I took the highest value in the five years prior 
to the conflict start date as a measure of the state’s democratic and economic potential. New geo-
spatial conflict data and sub-state economic indicators should allow us to do better. Many of the 
peace research organizations, such as the Stockholm International Peace Research Institute 
(www.sipri.org) and the Peace Research Institute Frankfurt (www.hsfk.de), are providing more 
detailed data on civil conflicts. Are there more accurate data for control variables, especially in 
cases involving secessions? 
 In a similar manner, we need better ways to operationalize the cost of various peace 
agreement provisions. Specifically, how do different actors, such as the government, view the 
cost of the various types of agreement provision? As shown in the Effects of Rebel Power 
section in Chapter 4 (Tables 4.6 and 4.7), more powerful rebel groups are less likely to see a 
military integration provision in their peace agreement. The cost to the government increases as 
their opponents military capabilities also increase. I would expect to see similar results in 
political power-sharing if the rebels had a well-organized and relatively powerful non-violent 
organization, such as a political party or NGO. We need a better way to measure the perceived 
cost. 
 Another area that could use improvement is the level of inclusion and implementation for 
the power-sharing variables. Krebs (2014) and Krebs & Licklider (2016) criticize empirical 
studies that don’t address implementation and argue against international pressure to integrate 
militaries. This pressure may overcome the initial lack of trust between former combatants, but it 
won’t create trust or result in a more durable peace. How do we measure inclusion and security 
286 
 
in a post conflict environment? I applied other databases to my study, such as the Kroc Institute 
Peace Accords Matrix (peaceaccords.nd.edu 2014), to determine inclusion and implementation, 
but these were limited to the cases that their data covered. There are new databases on civil 
conflicts and post-conflict peace durations being published regularly.  
 International pressure can help get parties to the negotiating table. What can it do after 
the agreement is signed? The literature needs more research into top-down (international), as 
well as bottom-up (societal), effects on the peace duration. How do they impact statebuilding and 
power sharing? Zaum (2012) proposed that statebuilding and post-conflict peacebuilding must 
improve both vertical (institutional capacity, monopoly of violence, rule of law, and elections) 
and horizontal (different groups within society) legitimacy. He argues that states must own the 
statebuilding for it to be successful. The international community may have good ideas and 
processes, but they struggle in applying cookie-cutter programs to unique post-conflict 
environments. I address some of the variation of top-down and bottom-up approaches and effects 
in my case studies, but more research needs to be done. 
 One important result of top-down programs that I found from the case studies is that 
implementation of DDR suffers from significant supply side challenges. While the conflict 
determines the demand side – who needs to disarm (usually the rebels) – the lack of funding is 
just one factor that can reduce the implementation of DDR. There is usually enough money to 
pay for the disarmament phase and the demobilization, but complete funding of the reintegration 
program is rare. On one hand, the state just emerged from a civil conflict and its economy likely 
cannot support the DDR requirements. On the other hand, the international community is 
focused on taking away the ability to fight and doesn’t look much beyond the disarmament and 
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demobilization of destabilizing rebel groups, focusing on their leadership for any reintegration or 
power-sharing. 
 Subsequently, do the rebel elites have different effects on the peace duration than their 
group’s members? Future studies should focus on the differences between the elites and other 
group members. I disaggregated the data based on conflict type because different types of 
conflicts have different causes and potential solutions. A similar line of research can be applied 
to the specific types of actors within each group. Providing a summary of the elite versus 
member challenges as well as the top-down versus bottom-up difficulties, Mitton (2009) argues 
that success should be judged by the extent to which ex-combatants themselves shape the process 
by holding faith in and participating in the political system. Elites and members have different 
needs and desires and should respond to peace measures differently based on their specific 
physical, economic, and political security needs. Knight (2011:75) argues that rebel military 
integration “is often viewed by individual combatants primarily from a livelihood perspective” 
(see also Glassmyer & Sambanis 2008). 
 What determines the future of rebel elites in post-conflict society? Elites are appeased 
with political integration to positions of power. At what point will – or should – the international 
community let rebel leaders have political power to see what they can accomplish to move the 
state forward? Are they able to improve the country’s economy and security (like Museveni in 
Uganda) or will they continue to abuse their power (like Taylor in Liberia)? The other option is 
the death or detention of rebel leaders: Taylor in Liberia, Sankoh and Karoma in Sierra Leone, or 
the leaders of FARC and AUC in Colombia. I addressed this in the case studies and somewhat in 
the statistical analysis, but more should be done to focus on this variation. 
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 The detention of rebel leaders, or the use of international courts to generate warrants, also 
plays a role in the peace process. It helped Colombia get the FARC, AUC, and other groups to 
the negotiating table, but had the opposite effect with Joseph Kony of the LRA in Uganda. 
Distance justice (third party justice mechanisms like the International Criminal Court) has low 
domestic political costs, reduces the ability to avoid prosecution, provides retribution, and 
generates some deterrence (Sriram 2007). What role do third party justice mechanisms have on 
the durability of peace? While I did not spend much space on the topic of justice, it is becoming 
a large research program.  
 Related research can address how integrating rebels into the military would change based 
on the presence of truth and reconciliation commissions, criminal tribunals or courts, and 
amnesty for leaders or their fighters. Is there a need or desire for justice prior to integration? 
Sriram proposes that we must ask what is at stake in the transition (accountability) and what is 
best for society (2007). I think the retributive justice mechanisms should focus on leaders and 
elites while reconciliation processes should be used for local and regional commanders and their 
fighters. For example, community-based Gacaca courts in Rwanda, mato oput ceremonies in 
northern Uganda, and reconciliation ceremonies in northern Sierra Leone provided reconciliation 
between local communities and rebel fighters. 
 This may be difficult to determine, especially in places like Africa where there is a 
culture of guns fueled by ease of access to these weapons. What role does the ability to obtain a 
weapon or easily create a militia have on the chance of peace? A history of violence and ability 
to find and use a weapon demonstrates that violence and can have a direct impact on the peace 
duration due to the simplicity of groups becoming spoilers. This is even more evident in cases 
with state-sponsored paramilitaries or ethnically-focused militias. When elites are able to fund 
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their own fighters loyal to them, the urge to use violence for political or economic ends may 
overcome the desire for peace and stability, especially when physical or economic security are 
threatened. This ties into Jackson’s argument that war and conflict are a smokescreen for 
economic objectives that perpetuate war economies (2006). Future studies should look at the role 
of small arms and militias in the post-conflict peace. 
 In summary, new militaries and military integration, when implemented, provide a longer 
peace following civil conflict. Implementation demonstrates the government’s commitment to 
the peace agreement. Peacekeepers, on the other hand, do not. They vary in quality, deployment 
speed, and third party commitment. Military integration provides a more stable and durable 
solution to the security dilemma and credible commitment problem facing disarming combatants 
and their opponents. 
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APPENDIX A: RESEARCH DESIGN 
Table A.1: Peace Agreement Cases 
 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
1 Afghanistan 
Islamabad accord  
Jalalabad agreement 
3/7/1993 
5/20/1993 0 0 1 12.00 
2 Afghanistan Mahipar agreement 5/24/1996 1 0 1 4.18 
3 Angola 
The Gbadolite declaration on Angola  
The Bicesse Agreement  
The Lusaka Protocol  
6/22/1989 
5/31/1991 
11/20/1994 1 0 1 48.85 
4 Angola Memorandum of Understanding or Memorandum of Intent 4/4/2002 1 0 0 116.98 
5 Angola 
Memorandum of Understanding on Peace and National Reconciliation in Cabinda 
province 8/1/2006 1 1 0 65.03 
6 Bangladesh Chittagong Hill Tracts Peace Accord 12/2/1997 1 1 0 169.05 
7 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina The Washington Agreement 3/1/1994 1 1 0 214.16 
8 
Bosnia and 
Herzegovina 
The General Framework Agreement for Peace in Bosnia and Herzegovina (the Dayton 
Agreement) 12/14/1995 1 1 0 192.69 
9 Burundi Arusha Peace and Reconciliation Agreement for Burundi 8/28/2000 1 0 1 12.00 
10 Burundi 
Ceasefire Agreement between the Transitional Government of Burundi and the 
Conseil national pour la défense de la démocratie-Forces pour la défense de la 
démocratie (CNDD-FDD) 
The Pretoria Protocol on Political, Defence and Security Power Sharing in Burundi  
The Pretoria Protocol on Outstanding Political, Defence and Security Power Sharing 
Issues in Burundi 
The Global Ceasefire agreement between Transitional Government and the CNDD-
FDD 
12/2/2002 
 
10/8/2003 
 
11/2/2003 
 
11/16/2003 1 0 0 97.55 
11 Burundi 
Agreement of Principles Towards Lasting Peace, Security and Stability  
Comprehensive Ceasefire Agreement between the Government of Burundi and the 
Palipehutu-FNL 
6/18/2006 
 
9/7/2006 1 0 1 17.82 
12 Burundi 
Declaration of the Summit of the Heads of State and Government of the Great Lakes 
region on the Burundi Peace Process 12/4/2008 1 0 0 36.89 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
13 Cambodia 
Agreement on a Comprehensive Political Settlement of the Cambodia Conflict "The 
Paris Agreement" 10/23/1991 0 0 1 7.76 
14 
Central 
African 
Republic 
Birao Agreement  
Accord de Paix Global entre le Gouvernement de la Republique Centrafricaine et les 
Mouvements politico-militaires centrafricains designes ci-apres: APRD, FDPC, UFDR 
4/13/2007 
 
 
6/21/2008 1 0 1 1.38 
15 Chad 
Khartoum Agreement  
Basic Charter (Fundamental Charter) 
1/22/1978 
8/25/1978 1 0 1 5.62 
16 Chad Kano Accord 3/15/1979 1 0 1 3.52 
17 Chad El Geneina agreement 10/31/1992 1 0 1 7.46 
18 Chad Tripoli 1 Agreement 10/16/1993 1 0 1 0.20 
19 Chad Bangui-2 Agreement 8/10/1994 1 0 1 71.80 
20 Chad Abeche agreement 10/12/1994 1 0 0 206.79 
21 Chad The Dougia Accord 11/22/1995 1 0 1 23.31 
22 Chad National reconciliation agreement 10/3/1997 1 0 0 171.02 
23 Chad Donya agreement 5/7/1998 1 0 0 163.92 
24 Chad Reconciliation agreement 7/3/1999 1 0 0 150.08 
25 Chad Tripoli 2 agreement 1/7/2002 1 0 1 4.60 
26 Chad Yebibou agreement 2005 8/18/2005 1 0 0 76.47 
27 Chad Tripoli accord 12/24/2006 1 0 1 12.00 
28 Colombia Acuerdo final Gobierno Nacional-Ejército Popular De Liberación 2/15/1991 0 0 0 250.65 
29 Colombia 
Common Agenda for the Path to a New Colombia 
Los Pozos Agreement  
Los Pozos Accord 
5/6/1999 
2/9/2001 
1/20/2002 0 0 1 1.05 
30 Comoros 
The Famboni Declaration  
The Famboni II Agreement  
Agreement on the transitional arrangements in the Comoros 
8/26/2000 
2/17/2001 
12/20/2003 0 1 0 96.43 
31 Congo Accord de Cessez-le-Feu et de Cessation des Hostilités 12/29/1999 1 0 0 144.16 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
32 Croatia The Erdut Agreement 11/12/1995 1 1 0 193.74 
33 Djibouti Accord de paix et de la reconciliation nationale 12/26/1994 1 0 0 204.30 
34 Djibouti 
Accord Cadre de Reforme et de Concorde Civile  
Accord de reforme et concorde civile 
2/7/2000 
5/12/2001 1 0 0 127.73 
35 DR Congo 
Lusaka Accord  
Declaration of Fundamental Principles for the Inter-Congolese dialogue 
Political agreement on consensual management of the transition in the Democratic 
Republic of the Congo  
Global and Inclusive Agreement on the Transition in the Democratic Republic of 
Congo  
Inter-Congolese Political Negotiations - The Final Act 
7/10/1999 
5/4/2001 
 
4/16/2002 
 
12/16/2002 
4/2/2003 1 0 0 105.04 
36 DR Congo Ihussi Accord 3/23/2009 0 0 0 33.34 
37 El Salvador 
Geneva Agreement  
General Agenda and Timetable for the Comprehensive Negotiating Process  
Agreement on Human Rights  
Mexico Agreements  
The Compressed Negotiations  
New York Act  
The Chapultepec Peace Agreement 
4/4/1990 
 
5/21/1990 
7/26/1990 
4/27/1991 
9/25/1991 
12/31/91 
1/16/1992 0 0 0 239.64 
38 Georgia Declaration on measures for a political settlement of the Georgian/Abkhaz conflict 4/4/1994 1 1 0 213.04 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
39 Guatemala 
The Oslo Accord  
The Mexico Accord  
The Querétaro Agreement  
The Framework Agreement for the Resumption of Negotiations between the 
Government of Guatemala and the Guatemalan National Revolutionary Unity  
The Comprehensive Agreement on Human Rights  
The Agreement on the Resettlement of Population Groups Uprooted by the Armed 
Conflict  
The Agreement for the Establishment of the Commission to Clarify Past Human Rights 
Violations and Acts of Violence that have Caused the Guatemalan Population to 
Suffer  
The Agreement on the Identity and Rights of Indigenous Peoples  
The Agreement on Socio-economic Aspects and the Agrarian Situation  
The Agreement on the Strengthening of Civilian Power and the Role of the Armed 
Forces in a Democratic Society  
The Agreement on a Definitive Ceasefire  
The Agreement on Constitutional Reforms and the Electoral Regime  
The Agreement on the Basis for the Legal Integration of the URNG  
The Agreement for a Firm and Lasting Peace 
3/30/1990 
4/26/1991 
7/25/1991 
 
 
1/10/1994 
3/29/1994 
 
6/17/1994 
 
 
6/23/1994 
3/31/1995 
5/6/1996 
 
9/19/1996 
12/4/1996 
12/7/1996 
12/12/1996 
12/29/1996 1 0 0 180.16 
40 
Guinea 
Bissau Abuja Peace Agreement 11/1/1998 0 0 1 6.15 
41 Haiti The Governor's Island agreement 7/3/1993 0 0 1 3.88 
42 India Memorandum of Understanding with TNV 8/12/1988 1 1 0 280.80 
43 India Bodoland Autonomous Council Act, 1993 2/20/1993 1 1 0 226.45 
44 India Memorandum of Settlement  8/23/1993 1 1 1 40.31 
45 Indonesia 
Cessation of Hostilities Framework Agreement  
Memorandum of Understanding between the Government of the Republic of 
Indonesia and the Free Aceh Movement 
12/9/2002 
 
8/15/2005 1 1 0 76.57 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
46 Israel 
Declaration of Principles on Interim Self-Government Arrangements/ Oslo Agreement  
Agreement on the Gaza Strip and the Jericho Area  
Agreement on Preparatory Transfer of Powers and Responsibilities Between Israel 
and the PLO  
Israeli-Palestinian Interim Agreement on the West Bank and the Gaza Strip/ Oslo B 
9/13/1993 
5/4/1994 
 
8/29/1994 
 
9/28/1995 1 1 1 12.00 
47 Israel Protocol on Redeployment in Hebron 1/15/1997 1 1 0 21.24 
48 Israel The Wye River Memorandum 10/23/1998 1 1 1 1.91 
49 Israel The Sharm el-Sheik Memorandum Wye II 9/4/1999 1 1 0 13.97 
50 Israel Israeli-Palestinian Joint Understanding on Negotiations 11/27/2007 1 1 1 12.00 
51 Ivory Coast 
Linas-Marcoussis Peace Accords  
Accra II  
Accra III 
Pretoria Agreement on the Peace Process in Côte d'Ivoire 
1/23/2003 
3/7/2003 
7/30/2004 
4/6/2005 1 0 0 22.92 
52 Ivory Coast Ouagadougou Political Agreement  
First Complementary Agreement to the Ouagadougou Political Agreement  
Third Complementary Agreement to the Ouagadougou Political Agreement  
Fourth Complementary Agreement to the Ouagadougou Political Agreement 
3/4/2007 
 
3/27/2007 
 
11/29/2007 
 
12/22/2008 1 0 0 36.30 
53 Liberia Banjul III Agreement 10/24/1990 1 0 0 1.15 
54 Liberia 
Bamako Ceasefire Agreement  
Banjul IV Agreement  
Lomé Agreement  
11/28/1990 
12/21/1990 
2/13/1991 1 0 1 0.99 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
55 Liberia 
Yamoussoukro IV Peace Agreement  
Cotonou Peace Agreement  
Akosombo Peace Agreement  
Abuja Peace Agreement  
Abuja II Peace Agreement 
10/31/1991 
7/25/1993 
9/12/1994 
8/19/1995 
8/17/1996 1 0 0 184.60 
56 Liberia 
Accra Ceasefire Agreement  
Accra Peace Agreement 
6/17/2003 
8/18/2003 1 0 0 100.50 
57 Macedonia The Ohrid Agreement 8/13/2001 1 0 0 124.67 
58 Mali 
Tamanrasset Accord 
Pacte National 
1/6/1991 
4/11/1992 1 1 1 29.16 
59 Mexico The San Andrés Accords 2/16/1996 1 0 1 7.46 
60 Moldova 
Memorandum on the Basis for Normalization of Relations between the Republic of 
Moldova and Transdniestria 5/8/1997 1 1 0 175.89 
61 Mozambique Joint Declaration on a Cessation of Armed Activity and Conflict 10/3/1984 1 0 1 1.02 
62 Mozambique 
The Protocol on the Agreed Agenda  
Basic Principles  
Agreement on Establishment and Recognition of Political Parties  
Agreement on Principles of the Electoral Act  
The Acordo Geral de Paz (AGP) 
5/28/1991 
10/18/1991 
11/13/1991 
3/12/1992 
10/4/1992 1 0 0 231.02 
63 Nepal 
Ceasefire Code of Conduct  
The Eight-point SPA-Maoist Agreement  
Decisions of the Summit Meeting of the Seven-Party Alliance and the Communist 
Party of Nepal (Maoist)  
Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
5/25/2006 
6/16/2006 
 
11/8/2006 
11/21/2006 0 0 0 61.35 
64 Niger Paris Accord  6/10/1993 1 1 1 1.15 
65 Niger 
Ouagadougou Accord  
Accord e´tablissant une paix définitive entre le gouvernement de la republique du 
Niger et lórganisation de la résistance armée 
10/9/1994 
 
4/15/1995 1 1 0 200.68 
66 
Papua New 
Guinea The Honiara Declaration 1/21/1991 0 1 1 0.36 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
67 
Papua New 
Guinea Honiara Commitments to Peace 9/3/1994 0 1 1 2.60 
68 
Papua New 
Guinea Bougainville Peace Agreement 8/30/2001 0 1 0 124.11 
69 Philippines GRP-RAM/SFP/YOU General Agreement for Peace 10/13/1995 0 0 0 194.73 
70 Philippines Tripoli Agreement 12/23/1976 1 1 1 4.96 
71 Philippines Jeddah Accord 1/4/1987 1 1 1 6.78 
72 Philippines Mindanao Final Agreement 9/2/1996 1 1 0 184.04 
73 Philippines 
Agreement on Peace between the government of the Republic of the Philippines and 
the Moro Islamic Liberation Front 6/22/2001 1 1 1 12.00 
74 Rwanda 
The N’SELE Ceasefire Agreement  
The Protocol of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and 
the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the Rule of Law  
The Protocols of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and 
the Rwandese Patriotic Front on Power-Sharing within the Framework of a Broad-
Based Transitional Government  
The Protocol of Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and 
the Rwandese Patriotic Front on the Repatriation of Refugees and the Resettlement of 
Displaced Persons  
The Protocol Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the 
Rwandese Patriotic Front on the integration of Armed Forces and The Protocol of 
Agreement between the Government of the Republic of Rwanda and the Rwandese 
Patriotic Front on Miscellaneous Issues and Final Provisions  
Arusha Accords 
3/29/1991 
 
8/18/1992 
 
 
1/9/1993 
 
 
6/9/1993 
 
 
 
 
8/3/1993 
8/4/1993 1 0 1 0.53 
75 Senegal 
Accord general de paix entre le gouvernement de la republique du Senegal el le 
Mouvement des forces democratique de la Casamace (MFDC) 12/30/2004 1 1 0 84.07 
76 Sierra Leone Abidjan Peace Agreement 11/30/1996 0 0 1 3.16 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
77 Sierra Leone 
Lomé Peace Agreement  
Abuja Ceasefire Agreement 
7/7/1999 
11/10/2000 0 0 0 133.74 
78 Somalia 
Addis Ababa Agreement  
Nairobi Declaration on National Reconciliation  
The Cairo Declaration on Somalia 
3/27/1993 
3/24/1994 
12/22/1997 0 0 1 1.81 
79 Somalia 
Djibouti Agreement  
Decision of the High Level Committee, Djibouti Agreement 
8/19/2008 
11/26/2008 0 0 0 37.15 
80 South Africa 
Groote Schuur Minute  
Pretoria Minute  
CODESA Declaration of Intent  
Record of Understanding  
Interim Constitution 
5/4/1990 
8/6/1990 
12/20/1991 
9/26/1992 
11/18/1993 1 0 0 217.55 
81 South Africa Western Contact Group (WCG) Settlement Proposal 7/12/1978 0 0 1 2.33 
82 Sudan DUP/SPLM Sudan Peace Agreement 11/16/1988 1 0 1 1.18 
83 Sudan 
Machakos Protocol  
Agreement on Security Arrangements During the Interim Period  
Framework on Wealth Sharing During the Pre-Interim and Interim Period 
Protocol Between the GOS and SPLM on Power Sharing  
The Protocol Between the GOS and SPLM on the Resolution of Conflict in Southern 
Kordofan/Nuba Mountains and Blue Nile States  
The Protocol Between the GOS and SPLM on the Resolution of Conflict in Abyei Area  
Sudan Comprehensive Peace Agreement 
7/20/2002 
9/25/2003 
 
1/7/2004 
5/26/2004 
 
5/26/2004 
 
5/26/2004 
1/9/2005 1 1 0 83.77 
84 Sudan 
Cairo Framework Agreement between the GoS and the NDA  
Agreement between the GoS and the NDA (Cairo Agreement) 
1/16/2005 
6/18/2005 1 0 0 78.51 
85 Sudan Darfur Peace Agreement 5/5/2006 1 1 1 45.70 
86 Sudan Doha Agreement 2/23/2010 1 1 0 22.26 
87 Sudan Addis Ababa Agreement 6/28/2011 1 1 1 0.10 
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Table A.1 (continued): Peace Agreement Cases 
Case Name Peace Agreement Name 
Agreement 
Date Ethnic Secession Failed 
Duration 
(months) 
88 Tajikistan 
Protocol on the Fundamental Principles of Establishing Peace and National Accord in 
Tajikistan  
Agreement between the President of the Republic of Tajikistan, E.S. Rakhmonov, and 
the leader of the United Tajik-Opposition, S.A. Huri, on the results of the meeting held 
in Moscow 23 December 1996  
Statute of the Commission on National Reconciliation  
Protocol on political issues  
The Moscow Declaration - General agreement on the Establishment of Peace and 
National Accord in Tajikistan 
8/17/1995 
 
 
12/23/1996 
2/21/1997 
5/18/1997 
 
6/27/1997 0 0 0 174.25 
89 Uganda Nairobi Peace Agreement 12/17/1985 0 0 1 0.92 
90 Uganda Gulu Peace Accord (Pece Peace Agreement) 6/3/1988 0 0 0 283.13 
91 Uganda Yumbe Peace Agreement 12/24/2002 0 0 0 108.30 
92 Uganda 
Agreement on Comprehensive Solutions between the Government of the Republic of 
Uganda and Lord’s Resistance Army/Movement  
Agreement on Accountability and Reconciliation between the Government of the 
Republic of Uganda and the Lord's Resistance Army/Movement  
Annex to the accountability and reconciliation protocol  
Implementation protocol to the Agreement on Comprehensive Solutions  
Agreement on a Permanent ceasefire  
Agreement on Disarmament, Demobilization and Reintegration  
Agreement on Implementation and Monitoring Mechanisms 
5/2/2007 
 
 
6/29/2007 
2/19/2008 
2/22/2008 
2/23/2008 
2/28/2008 
2/29/2008 0 0 1 6.41 
93 
United 
Kingdom The Good Friday Agreement 4/10/1998 1 1 0 164.81 
94 Yugoslavia Brioni Agreement 7/12/1991 1 1 0 245.82 
95 Yugoslavia Kosovo peace agreement 1 6/3/1999 1 1 0 151.04 
96 Zimbabwe Declaration of intent 12/1/1975 1 0 1 3.62 
97 Zimbabwe Lancaster House Agreement 12/21/1979 1 0 0 384.62 
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APPENDIX B: QUANTITATIVE RESULTS 
Table B.1: Overall Summary Statistics 
 Secessionist Conflict (n = 35) Government Capture (n = 62) 
 Freq Mean Std. Dev. Min Max Freq Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
GDP Capacity 35 47.5 76.8 3.4 252.5 62 34.4 213.8 1.8 1689 
Polity Capacity 35 15.7 4.4 4 20 62 10.1 5.4 2 19 
Battle Deaths 35 9.8 12.3 0.09 32.2 62 28.2 58.6 0.14 329.4 
Dyad PA 35 2.5 2.5 1 11 62 2.8 2.6 0 14 
Duration 35 96.2 89.3 0.1 280.8 62 79.9 91.3 0.2 384.6 
Ethnic 31 0.89 * 0.32 0 1 42 0.68 * 0.47 0 1 
Failed 13 0.37 0.49 0 1 29 0.47 0.50 0 1 
Conflict Continued 12 0.34 0.48 0 1 32 0.52 0.50 0 1 
Right Censored 20 0.57 0.50 0 1 31 0.50 0.50 0 1 
Rebel Pol Wing 35 0.40 0.74 0 2 62 0.55 0.76 0 2 
Rebel Strength 35 0.23 0.49 0 2 62 0.37 0.66 0 2 
Reb Cent Control 35 1.03 0.71 0 2 62 1.15 0.54 0 2 
Reb Mob Cap 35 0.91 0.66 0 2 62 0.52 0.62 0 2 
Reb Arms Proc Cap 35 0.40 0.55 0 2 62 0.48 0.57 0 2 
Reb Fight 35 0.23 0.43 0 2 62 0.56 0.59 0 2 
Ag Reb Pwr 35 3.20 * 2.10 0 8 62 3.63 * 2.20 0 10 
Gov Prov 13 0.37 * 0.49 0 1 47 0.76 * 0.43 0 1 
Ag Gov 12 0.34 0.48 0 1 34 0.55 * 0.50 0 1 
Pol Party 1 0.03 0.17 0 1 23 0.37 * 0.49 0 1 
Terr Prov 25 0.71 * 0.46 0 1 10 0.16 * 0.37 0 1 
Ag Natl 18 0.51 * 0.51 0 1 5 0.08 0.27 0 1 
Ag Local 14 0.40 * 0.50 0 1 8 0.13 0.34 0 1 
Mil Prov 24 0.69 * 0.47 0 1 53 0.85 * 0.36 0 1 
Mil Int 10 0.29 * 0.46 0 1 41 0.66 * 0.48 0 1 
DDR 22 0.63 * 0.49 0 1 39 0.63 * 0.49 0 1 
PKO 13 0.37 * 0.49 0 1 30 0.48 * 0.50 0 1 
Commission 22 0.63 * 0.49 0 1 38 0.61 * 0.49 0 1 
Mil Only 1 0.03 0.17 0 1 14 0.23 * 0.42 0 1 
PKO Only 3 0.09 0.28 0 1 2 0.03 0.18 0 1 
DDR Only 8 0.23 * 0.43 0 1 1 0.01 0.13 0 1 
DDR Mil 5 0.14 * 0.36 0 1 10 0.16 * 0.37 0 1 
DDR PKO 6 0.17 * 0.38 0 1 11 0.18 * 0.39 0 1 
DDR Mil PKO 3 0.09 0.28 0 1 17 0.27 * 0.45 0 1 
DDR Mil PKO Gov 1 0.03 0.17 0 1 12 0.19 * 0.40 0 1 
DDR Terr 6 0.17 * 0.38 0 1 1 0.02 0.13 0 1 
DDR Mil Gov 0 0.00 0.00 0 1 3 0.05 0.22 0 1 
Mil Gov 0 0.00 0.00 0 1 13 0.21 * 0.41 0 1 
DDR Gov 0 0.00 0.00 0 1 1 0.02 0.13 0 1 
Note: Asterisks denote the dichotomous variables included in various models. There was only one total case involving military 
integration and a PKO. It was not included in the analysis. 
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Table B.1 (continued): Overall Summary Statistics 
 Total (n = 97) 
 Freq Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 
GDP Capacity 97 39.1 176.5 1.8 1689 
Polity Capacity 97 12.1 5.7 2 20 
Battle Deaths 97 21.6 48.1 0.09 329.4 
Dyad PA 97 2.7 2.6 0 14 
Duration 97 85.8 90.5 0.1 384.6 
Ethnic 73 0.75 * 0.43 0 1 
Failed 42 0.43 0.50 0 1 
Conflict Continued 44 0.45 0.50 0 1 
Right Censored 51 0.53 0.50 0 1 
Rebel Pol Wing 97 0.49 0.75 0 2 
Rebel Strength 97 0.32 0.60 0 2 
Reb Cent Control 97 1.10 0.60 0 2 
Reb Mob Cap 97 0.66 0.66 0 2 
Reb Arms Proc Cap 97 0.45 0.56 0 2 
Reb Fight 97 0.44 0.56 0 2 
Ag Reb Pwr 97 3.47 * 2.17 0 10 
Gov Prov 60 0.62 * 0.49 0 1 
Ag Gov 46 0.25 0.43 0 1 
Pol Party 24 0.25 0.43 0 1 
Terr Prov 35 0.36 * 0.48 0 1 
Ag Natl 23 0.24 0.43 0 1 
Ag Local 22 0.23 0.42 0 1 
Mil Prov 77 0.79 * 0.41 0 1 
Mil Int 51 0.53 0.50 0 1 
DDR 61 0.63 * 0.49 0 1 
PKO 43 0.44 * 0.50 0 1 
Commission 60 0.62 * 0.49 0 1 
Mil Only 15 0.15 * 0.36 0 1 
PKO Only 5 0.05 0.22 0 1 
DDR Only 9 0.09 * 0.29 0 1 
DDR Mil 15 0.15 * 0.36 0 1 
DDR PKO 17 0.17 * 0.38 0 1 
DDR Mil PKO 20 0.21 * 0.41 0 1 
DDR Mil PKO Gov 13 0.13 * 0.34 0 1 
DDR Terr 7 0.07 0.26 0 1 
DDR Mil Gov 3 0.03 0.17 0 1 
Mil Gov 13 0.13 0.34 0 1 
DDR Gov 1 0.01 0.10 0 1 
Note: Asterisks denote the dichotomous variables included in various models. There was 
only one total case involving military integration and a PKO. It was not included in the 
analysis. 
 Due to the limited number of secession cases, the Ethnic variable was removed for the PA 
Duration Secession model. Ethnic’s close correlation with secessionist conflicts does not provide 
additional information in this analysis. The Specific Secession and Specific Government Capture models 
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were removed due to the increased number of specific interaction variables and the limited number of 
cases. The disaggregated models shown below and those in Table 9 provide sufficient information on the 
effects of the rebel power variables. 
Table B.2: Alternative Interactions with Rebel Power Variables 
 
PA Duration 
General All-
Inclusive 
PA Duration 
Secession 
PA Duration 
Govt Capture 
Reb Pol Wing 0.58 (0.104) *** 5.54 (4.001) ** 0.56 (0.265) 
Rebel Strength 4.31 (2.630) ** 10.41 (8.714) *** 3.00 (0.582) *** 
Reb Cent Control 1.51 (0.490) 15.25 (17.050) ** 1.75 (1.113) 
Reb Mob Capacity 1.06 (0.193) 1.28 (0.955) 0.68 (0.126) ** 
Reb Arms Capacity 0.98 (0.341) 0.16 (0.076) *** 1.25 (0.483) 
Reb Fight Capacity 0.38 (0.158) ** 0.04 (0.053) ** 0.45 (0.319) 
Govt Prov 0.38 (0.189) * 20.44 (59.000) 0.26 (0.108) *** 
Terr Prov 0.42 (0.144) **  0.00 (0.007) *** 0.77 (0.432) 
DDR Only 0.23 (0.165) ** 0.01 (0.018) ***  
Mil Only 0.25 (0115) ***  0.48 (0.311) 
PKO Only 0.05 (0.035) ***   
DDR Mil 0.12 (0.096) *** 0.00 (0.001) *** 0.12 (0.061) *** 
DDR PKO 0.08 (0.041) *** 0.00 (0.002) *** 0.51 (0.149) ** 
DDR Mil PKO 1.23 (0.297)  2.04 (0.888) * 
Commission 0.59 (0.222) 120.53 (306.865) * 0.79 (0.467) 
Ethnic 0.51 (0.160) **  0.62 (0.461) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.95 (0.013) *** 1.00 (0.001) 
Polity Capacity 0.98 (0.012) * 2.87 (1.764) * 0.91 (0.015) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) 0.83 (0.097) 1.00 (0.003) 
Dyad PA 0.81 (0.061) *** 0.81 (0.182) 0.69 (0.058) *** 
N 97 35 62 
chi-squared 36.06 (0.000) 40.00 (0.000) 7.30 (0.063) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for 
the chi-squared value is in parentheses. Some alternate interaction variables are not 
included due to low frequency of occurrence. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 The following seven tables contain the fragility tests. They repeat the hazard estimations of Table 10, but 
remove the highest frequency cases (Chad, Sudan, Israel, Philippines, Uganda, Burundi, and Liberia). 
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Table B.3: Fragility Test without Chad 
 General All-Inclusive Govt Capture 
Specific Govt 
Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.01 (0.100) 1.14 (0.047) *** 1.10 (0.059) * 
Mil Prov 0.38 (0.170) ** 0.44 (0.304)  
DDR   0.51 (0.211) 
Mil Int   0.80 (0.189) 
PKO 1.00 (0.126) 1.36 (0.675)  2.32 (1.401)  
Govt Prov 0.59 (0.079) *** 0.24 (0.034) ***  
Pol Party   0.72 (0.115) **  
Ag Govt Int   0.25 (0.056) *** 
Terr Prov 0.41 (0.118) *** 0.44 (0.157) **  
Ag National    
Ag Local    
Commission 0.83 (0.070) ** 0.53 (0.165) ** 0.54 (0.187) * 
Ethnic 0.76 (0.182) 0.87 (0.240) 0.78 (0.276) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.001) 1.00 (0.000) 
Polity Capacity 1.01 (0.015) 0.92 (0.013) *** 0.95 (0.011) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.002) ** 
Dyad PA 0.96 (0.072) 0.82 (0.040) *** 0.85 (0.018) *** 
N 84 49 49 
chi-squared 1082.76 (0.000) 27.57 (0.000) 16.29 (0.001) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region.  
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
Table B.4: Fragility Test without Sudan 
 
General All-
Inclusive 
Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.00 (0.117) 0.65 (0.234) 1.21 (0.133) * 0.41 (0.394) 1.16 (0.030) *** 
Mil Prov 0.41 (0.187) ** 0.05 (0.027) *** 0.40 (0.218) *   
DDR    0.04 (0.061) ** 0.68 (0.182) 
Mil Int    0.01 (0.022) ** 0.73 (0.223) * 
PKO 0.84 (0.099) 1.70 (2.091) 1.00 (0.595)  1.59 (2.267)  1.42 (0.605)  
Govt Prov 0.75 (0.099) ** 1.11 (0.244) 0.58 (0.287)   
Pol Party     0.67 (0.098) *** 
Ag Govt Int     0.56 (0.150) ** 
Terr Prov 0.42 (0.108) *** 0.11 (0.038) *** 0.39 (0.277)   
Ag National    0.01 (0.033) *  
Ag Local    0.13 (0.225)  
Commission 1.13 (0.172) 5.87 (1.361) *** 1.04 (0.492) 87.43 (163.403) ** 1.10 (0.311) 
Ethnic 0.89 (0.233)  1.24 (0.650)  1.00 (0.297) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.003) ** 1.00 (0.001) 1.00 (0.014) 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Polity Capacity 0.98 (0.021) 1.22 (0.175) 0.92 (0.043) * 1.35 (0.257) 0.92 (0.021) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) ** 0.98 (0.007) *** 1.00 (0.003) 0.99 (0.048) 1.00 (0.001) 
Dyad PA 0.89 (0.065) 0.67 (0.097) *** 0.77 (0.113) * 0.37 (0.298) 0.76 (0.056) *** 
N 91 31 60 31 60 
chi-squared 100.57 (0.000) 551.16 (0.000) 21.82 (0.026) 33.44 (0.000) 3.19 (0.363) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses.  
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. Note: The ethnic variable was removed from the secession models due to a paucity of cases making a likelihood 
estimate difficult to obtain. 
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Table B.5: Fragility Test without Israel 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Specific Secession 
Ag Rebel Power 1.02 (0.113) 1.06 (0.518) 0.97 (0.252) 
Mil Prov 0.43 (0.214) * 1.03 (1.678)  
DDR   3.16 (2.390) 
Mil Int   0.19 (0.191) * 
PKO 0.94 (0.144) 3.17 (4.833)  8.77 (7.734) **  
Govt Prov 0.81 (0.110) 1.06 (2.719)  
Pol Party    
Ag Govt Int    
Terr Prov 0.38 (0.133) *** 0.01 (0.014) ***  
Ag National   0.00 (0.001) ***  
Ag Local   0.12 (0.075) *** 
Commission 0.97 (0.080) 1.97 (0.725) * 2.95 (1.910) * 
Ethnic 0.97 (0.246)   
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.60 (0.238) 0.49 (0.060) *** 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.019) 0.79 (0.590) 0.58 (0.245) 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.09 (0.076) 1.27 (0.023) *** 
Dyad PA 0.91 (0.057) 1.01 (0.034) 1.28 (0.480) 
N 92 30 30 
chi-squared 24.55 (0.000) 79.65 (0.000) 45.57 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. P < .01***, P < .05**, 
P < .10*. Note: The ethnic variable was removed from the secession models due to low case 
numbers resulting in erroneous hazard rates. 
Table B.6: Fragility Test without Philippines 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.01 (0.107) 1.74 (1.250) 1.19 (0.127) 1.51 (0.324) * 1.14 (0.024) *** 
Mil Prov 0.48 (0.146) ** 0.11 (0.113) ** 0.37 (0.189) **   
DDR    0.82 (1.005) 0.69 (0.139) * 
Mil Int    0.45 (0.786) 0.67 (0.124) ** 
PKO 0.93 (0.083) 0.04 (0.078) 1.00 (0.579)  0.09 (0.079) ***  1.35 (0.441)  
Govt Prov 0.66 (0.266) 3.64 (8.734) 0.50 (0.244)   
Pol Party     0.64 (0.130) ** 
Ag Govt Int     0.51 (0.165) ** 
Terr Prov 0.32 (0.140) *** 0.06 (0.069) ** 0.43 (0.292)   
Ag National    0.08 (0.101) *  
Ag Local    0.32 (0.663)  
Commission 0.96 (0.072) 3.45 (4.566) 1.02 (0.473) 6.25 (9.391) 1.06 (0.211) 
Ethnic 0.84 (0.314) 0.01 (0.028) ** 1.24 (0.653) 0.05 (0.157) 1.00 (0.326) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.98 (0.008) ** 1.00 (0.001) 0.99 (0.011) 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.016) 2.65 (2.000) 0.93 (0.042) 2.09 (0.594) *** 0.94 (0.017) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.15 (0.090) * 1.00 (0.003) 1.17 (0.051) *** 1.00 (0.001) ** 
Dyad PA 0.94 (0.051) 0.90 (0.375) 0.77 (0.111) * 1.06 (0.181) 0.76 (0.049) *** 
N 92 31 61 31 61 
chi-squared 202.57 (0.000) 10.11 (0.018) 24.06 (0.013) 14.97 (0.002) 12.77 (0.005) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
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Table B.7: Fragility Test without Uganda 
 General All-Inclusive Govt Capture Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 0.98 (0.111) 1.12 (0.031) *** 1.07 (0.111) 
Mil Prov 0.34 (0.112) *** 0.29 (0.134) ***  
DDR   0.63 (0.339) 
Mil Int   0.53 (0.303) 
PKO 0.80 (0.131) 1.31 (0.606)  1.51 (1.044)  
Govt Prov 1.08 (0.221) 0.88 (0.241)  
Pol Party   0.85 (0.432)  
Ag Govt Int   0.91 (0.481) 
Terr Prov 0.40 (0.108) *** 0.46 (0.093) ***  
Ag National    
Ag Local    
Commission 0.94 (0.063) 0.78 (0.147) 0.86 (0.409) 
Ethnic 1.01 (0.354) 1.93 (0.732) * 1.51 (0.857) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.001) 
Polity Capacity 1.00 (0.014) 0.93 (0.025) *** 0.93 (0.044) 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.003) 
Dyad PA 0.90 (0.059) 0.70 (0.103) ** 0.67 (0.120) ** 
N 93 58 58 
chi-squared 39.78 (0.000) 35.19 (0.000) 22.32 (0.034) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the 
chi-squared value is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
Table B.8: Fragility Test without Burundi 
 General All-Inclusive Govt Capture Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.01 (0.099) 1.18 (0.036) *** 1.15 (0.039) *** 
Mil Prov 0.39 (0.131) *** 0.33 (0.173) **  
DDR   0.61 (0.123) ** 
Mil Int   0.62 (0.147) ** 
PKO 0.95 (0.143) 1.12 (0.470)  1.48 (0.727)  
Govt Prov 0.77 (0.104) ** 0.49 (0.087) ***  
Pol Party   0.57 (0.110) ***  
Ag Govt Int   0.47 (0.139) ** 
Terr Prov 0.40 (0.112) *** 0.45 (0.052) ***  
Ag National    
Ag Local    
Commission 0.90 (0.058) * 0.84 (0.194) 0.89 (0.217) 
Ethnic 0.92 (0.246) 1.20 (0.360) 0.94 (0.366) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.014) 0.92 (0.018) *** 0.92 (0.014) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.001) ** 1.00 (0.001) * 
Dyad PA 0.95 (0.058) 0.80 (0.071) ** 0.80 (0.054) *** 
N 93 58 58 
chi-squared 339.36 (0.000) 49.31 (0.000) 104.17 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the 
chi-squared value is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 
319 
 
Table B.9: Fragility Test without Liberia 
 General All-Inclusive Govt Capture Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.00 (0.108) 1.18 (0.028) *** 1.14 (0.032) *** 
Mil Prov 0.38 (0.140) *** 0.32 (0.174) **  
DDR   0.60 (0.158) * 
Mil Int   0.76 (0.261) 
PKO 0.91 (0.101) 1.01 (0.351)  1.51 (0.679)  
Govt Prov 0.81 (0.107) 0.53 (0.118) ***  
Pol Party   0.63 (0.097) ***  
Ag Govt Int   0.53 (0.143) ** 
Terr Prov 0.39 (0.101) *** 0.43 (0.072) ***  
Ag National    
Ag Local    
Commission 1.10 (0.117) 1.13 (0.343) 1.18 (0.310) 
Ethnic 1.00 (0.285) 1.43 (0.439) 1.15 (0.422) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) ** 
Polity Capacity 1.00 (0.015) 0.93 (0.016) *** 0.94 (0.017) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.001) ** 1.00 (0.001) ** 
Dyad PA 0.92 (0.057) 0.76 (0.076) *** 0.74 (0.074) *** 
N 93 58 58 
chi-squared 925.80 (0.000) 26.06 (0.000) 4.81 (0.187) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the 
chi-squared value is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 The following two tables display the results of removing military victories. 
Table B.10: Peace Agreement Durations without Military Victories 
 General All-Inclusive Govt Capture Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 0.96 (0.145) 1.31 (0.055) *** 1.17 (0.034) *** 
Mil Prov 0.40 (0.152) ** 0.31 (0.143) **  
DDR   0.59 (0.169) * 
Mil Int   0.85 (0.143) 
PKO 0.84 (0.097) 1.06 (0.225)  1.94 (0.306) *** 
Govt Prov 0.71 (0.133) * 0.58 (0.112) ***  
Pol Party   0.53 (0.077) *** 
Ag Govt Int   0.43 (0.134) *** 
Terr Prov 0.45 (0.076) *** 0.34 (0.079) ***  
Ag National    
Ag Local    
Commission 1.05 (0.126) 0.68 (0.156) * 0.73 (0.227) 
Ethnic 1.02 (0.212) 1.07 (0.253) 0.89 (0.357) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) * 
Polity Capacity 0.99 (0.007 ** 0.94 (0.007) *** 0.94 (0.017) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.001) *** 1.01 (0.003) ** 1.01 (0.003) ** 
Dyad PA 0.93 (0.059) 0.70 (0.071) *** 0.72 (0.081) *** 
N 90 55 55 
chi-squared 2003.33 (0.000) 24.58 (0.000) 5.20 (0.157) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the 
chi-squared value is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
320 
 
 Table B.11: Alternate Interactions without Military Victories 
 General All-Inclusive Govt Capture 
Specific Govt 
Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 0.91 (0.174) 1.21 (0.074) *** 1.03 (0.080) 
DDR Only 0.43 (0.266)   
Mil Only 0.42 (0.146) ** 0.40 (0.060) *** 0.31 (0.051) *** 
DDR Mil 0.26 (0.196) * 0.24 (0.056) *** 0.16 (0.046) *** 
DDR PKO 0.45 (0.168) ** 0.52 ((0.094) *** 0.84 (0.092) 
DDR Mil PKO 1.07 (0.473) 1.25 (0.190) 2.04 (1.079) 
DDR Terr    
DDR Mil PKO Gov   1.17 (0.600) 
Govt Prov 0.42 (0.212) * 0.37 (0.188) **  
Pol Party   0.46 (0.060) *** 
Ag Govt Int   0.22 (0.120) *** 
Terr Prov 0.44 (0.133) ***  0.39 (0.130) ***  
Ag National    
Ag Local    
Commission 0.93 (0.271) 0.54 (0.094) *** 0.54 (0.131) ** 
Ethnic 0.87 (0.224) 0.90 (0.249) 0.61 (0.275) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.000) * 1.00 (0.000) 
Polity Capacity 0.98 (0.008) ** 0.91 (0.014) *** 0.89 (0.021) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.002) *** 1.01 (0.002) ** 1.01 (0.004) * 
Dyad PA 0.88 (0.062) * 0.64 (0.062) *** 0.69 (0.083) *** 
N 90 55 55 
chi-squared 37.52 (0.000) 24.49 (0.000) 41.30 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-
squared value is in parentheses. Some alternate interaction variables are not included due to low 
frequency of occurrence. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
 The following six tables depict the logistic estimations using a five-year cutoff as well as 
my failure variable to reproduce Tables 10-11. 
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Table B.12: Peace Agreement Durations with 5-Year Cutoff 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.02 (0.100) 0.85 (0.498) 1.20 (0.026) *** 0.87 (0.149) 1.14 (0.030) *** 
Mil Prov 0.34 (0.125) *** 0.09 (0.060) *** 0.37 (0.195) *   
DDR    0.26 (0.390) 0.88 (0.234) 
Mil Int    0.52 (0.511) 0.52 (0.091) *** 
PKO 1.04 (0.244) 0.20 (0.117) *** 1.38 (0.450)  0.25 (0.222) 1.47 (0.548) 
Govt Prov 0.88 (0.110) 2.33 (4.355) 0.57 (0.109) ***   
Pol Party     0.61 (0.114) *** 
Ag Govt Int     0.66 (0.209) 
Terr Prov 0.37 (0.112) *** 0.26 (0.109) *** 0.38 (0.067) ***   
Ag National    0.30 (0.254)  
Ag Local    1.40 (1.622)  
Commission 0.87 (0.082) 0.44 (0.239) 0.80 (0.130) 1.00 (0.695) 0.82 (0.156) 
Ethnic 1.15 (0.334) 0.01 (0.023) ** 1.59 (0.375) ** 0.01 (0.048) 1.24 (0.374) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.003) 1.00 (0.000) *** 1.00 (0.006) 1.00 (0.000) *** 
Polity Capacity 1.01 (0.014) 1.42 (0.682) 0.93 (0.019) *** 1.33 (0.268) 0.93 (0.013) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.001) *** 1.06 (0.018) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.09 (0.022) *** 1.00 (0.001) *** 
Dyad PA 0.96 (0.057) 1.13 (0.158) 0.77 (0.064) *** 1.17 (0.275) 0.76 (0.050) *** 
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 75.04 (0.000) 58.59 (0.000) 58.27 (0.000) 21.86 (0.000) 21.69 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. P < .01***, P < 
.05**, P < .10*. 
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Table B.13: Alternate Interactions with 5-Year Cutoff 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.07 (0.108) 1.04 (0.388) 1.16 (0.024) *** 0.96 (0.158) 1.13 (0.051) *** 
DDR Only 0.18 (0.129) ** 0.20 (0.200)   7.15 (9.517)  
Mil Only 0.15 (0.017) ***  0.22 (0.066) ***  0.26 (0.059) *** 
PKO Only 0.08 (0.045) ***     
DDR Mil 0.17 (0.056) *** 0.05 (0.009) *** 0.18 (0.085) *** 0.05 (0.032) *** 0.15 (0.049) *** 
DDR PKO 0.24 (0.082) *** 0.01 (0.015) *** 0.93 (0.350) 0.13 (0.106) ** 1.01 (0.263) 
DDR Mil PKO 0.52 (0.108) **  1.26 (0.278)  1.00 (0.538) 
DDR Terr    0.02 (0.033) **  
DDR Mil PKO 
Gov 
    1.77 (0.797) 
Govt Prov 0.75 (0.280) 0.86 (1.670) 0.46 (0.189) *   
Pol Party     0.44 (0.115) *** 
Ag Govt Int     0.44 (0.097) *** 
Terr Prov 0.50 (0.109) ***  0.14 (0.186) 0.33 (0.073) ***   
Ag National    0.21 (0.177) *  
Ag Local    0.39 (0.328)  
Commission 0.50 (0.093) *** 3.25 (2.302) * 0.44 (0.099) *** 5.27 (3.224) *** 0.46 (0.107) *** 
Ethnic 0.75 (0.188) 0.02 (0.061) 1.22 (0.276) 0.24 (0.275) 0.98 (0.344) 
GDP Capacity 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.007) 1.00 (0.000) *** 0.99 (0.007) 1.00 (0.000) 
Polity Capacity 0.97 (0.024) 1.65 (0.575) 0.90 (0.012) *** 1.55 (0.299) ** 0.91 (0.016) *** 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.002) *** 0.99 (0.066) 1.00 (0.001) *** 1.00 (0.027) 1.00 (0.001) *** 
Dyad PA 0.92 (0.063) 0.98 (0.097) 0.69 (0.046) *** 0.99 (0.174) 0.73 (0.045) *** 
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 65.03 (0.000) 23.64 (0.023) 33.71 (0.000) 23.43 (0.000) 16.92 (0.000) 
All standards errors (in parentheses) are robust and clustered by region. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. Some alternate 
interaction variables are not included due to low frequency of occurrence. P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
Table B.14: Peace Agreement Logit Models 
 
General All-
Inclusive 
Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 0.98 (0.132) 0.38 (0.149) ** 1.45 (0.271) ** 0.01 (0.011) *** 1.39 (0.241) * 
Mil Prov 0.18 (0.121) ** 0.03 (0.044) ** 0.16 (0.215)   
DDR    0.00 (0.000) *** 0.62 (0.555) 
Mil Int    0.00 (0.000) *** 0.62 (0.423) 
PKO 1.02 (0.631) 1.70 (1.958) 1.87 (1.874)  4699.54 (17784.05) ** 1.94 (2.280) 
Govt Prov 0.78 (0.400) 0.93 (1.056) 0.57 (0.535)   
Pol Party     0.52 (0.342) 
Ag Govt Int     0.57 (0.426) 
Terr Prov 0.41 (0.201) * 0.04 (0.064) * 0.54 (0.442)   
Ag National    0.00 (0.000) ***  
Ag Local    0.00 (0.001) ***  
Commission 1.16 (0.602) 1.79 (2.294) 0.61 (0.443) 680.53 (1624.087) *** 0.74 (0.537) 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.005) * 1.01 (0.043) 1.01 (0.005) * 1.35 (0.167) ** 1.01 (0.006) 
Dyad PA 0.94 (0.086) 1.43 (0.211) ** 0.64 (0.139) ** 7.39 (4.442) *** 0.66 (0.129) ** 
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 15.39 (0.052) 22.89 (0.004) 14.20 (0.077) 18.42 (0.031) 13.21 (0.153) 
All coefficients are odds ratios and standards errors (in parentheses) are robust. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. 
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
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Table B.15: Alternate Interactions Logit Models 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.06 (0.181) 0.34 (0.143) *** 1.34 (0.236) * 1.34 (0.253) 
DDR Only 0.02 (0.031) ** 0.00 (0.006) **    
Mil Only 0.01 (0.016) **  0.15 (0.219) 0.15 (0.202) 
PKO Only 0.01 (0.012) **    
DDR Mil 0.02 (0.027) ** 0.00 (0.000) *** 0.16 (0.249) 0.12 (0.180) 
DDR PKO 0.02 (0.040) ** 0.01 (0.011) *** 0.54 (0.902) 0.42 (0.634) 
DDR Mil PKO 0.04 (0.070) *  0.55 (0.966) 0.24 (0.374) 
DDR Mil PKO Gov    3.81 (4.611) 
Govt Prov 0.88 (0.575) 43.16 (87.935) * 0.35 (0.364)  
Pol Party    0.39 (0.322) 
Ag Govt Int    0.36 (0.265) 
Terr Prov 0.37 (0.223) *  0.00 (0.001) *** 0.34 (0.273)  
Ag National     
Ag Local     
Commission 0.67 (0.427) 6.05 (10.242) 0.78 (0.746) 0.71 (0.669) 
Polity Capacity 0.96 (0.058) 2.05 (0.764) * 0.87 (0.073) * 0.89 (0.070) 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.005) * 0.93 (0.058) 1.01 (0.005) 1.01 (0.005) 
Dyad PA 0.83 (0.116) 0.54 (0.230) 0.59 (0.141) ** 0.65 (0.142) ** 
N 97 35 62 62 
chi-squared 17.09 (0.195) 28.73 (0.001) 16.54 (0.122) 20.09 (0.065) 
All coefficients are odds ratios and standards errors (in parentheses) are robust. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in 
parentheses. Some alternate interaction variables are not included due to low frequency of occurrence.  
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
Table B.16: Peace Agreement Logit Models with Failed Dependent Variable 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Secession Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.02 (0.139) 0.70 (0.164) 1.27 (0.225) 0.49 (0.138) ** 1.28 (0.212) 
Mil Prov 0.28 (0.167) ** 0.42 (0.464) 0.16 (0.200)   
DDR    1.63 (1.596) 040 (0.329) 
Mil Int    0.01 (0.020) ** 0.87 (0.547) 
PKO 0.69 (0.408) 0.55 (0.652) 0.93 (0.853)  0.84 (0.944) 1.53 (1.591) 
Govt Prov 0.87 (0.439) 0.98 (1.176) 0.64 (0.517)   
Pol Party     0.75 (0.487) 
Ag Govt Int     0.45 (0.300) 
Terr Prov 0.40 (0.200) * 0.15 (0.166) * 0.84 (0.659)   
Ag National    0.01 (0.020) ***  
Ag Local    1.16 (1.161)  
Commission 1.48 (0.793) 2.49 (2.629) 1.10 (0.810) 16.85 (20.158) ** 1.25 (0.922) 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.006) * 1.03 (0.040) 1.01 (0.005) * 1.15 (0.052) *** 1.01 (0.006) 
Dyad PA 0.89 (0.103) 1.13 (0.196) 0.70 (0.124) ** 1.65 (0.399) ** 0.70 (0.122) ** 
N 97 35 62 35 62 
chi-squared 14.08 (0.080) 10.57 (0.227) 18.88 (0.016) 15.80 (0.071) 15.46 (0.079) 
All coefficients are odds ratios and standards errors (in parentheses) are robust. The p-value for the chi-squared value is in parentheses. 
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
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Table B.17: Alternate Interactions Logit Models with Failed Dependent Variable 
 General All-Inclusive Secession Govt Capture Specific Govt Capture 
Ag Rebel Power 1.06 (0.173) 0.80 (0.307) 1.21 (0.190) 1.23 (0.227) 
DDR Only 0.13 (0.130) ** 0.99 (1.732)    
Mil Only 0.10 (0.121) **  0.18 (0.331) 0.11 (0.204) 
PKO Only 0.04 (0.059) **    
DDR Mil 0.10 (0.112) ** 0.14 (0.313) 0.10 (0.180) 0.06 (0.121) 
DDR PKO 0.08 (0.089) *** 0.35 (0.478) 0.11 (0.205) 0.09 (0.164) 
DDR Mil PKO 0.26 (0.300)  0.35 (0.731) 0.15 (0.286) 
DDR Mil PKO Gov    2.91 (3.478) 
Govt Prov 0.61 (0.396) 1.69 (2.906) 0.28 (0.266)  
Pol Party    0.50 (0.429) 
Ag Govt Int    0.22 (0.142) ** 
Terr Prov 0.47 (0.255)  0.08 (0.134) 0.62 (0.543)  
Ag National     
Ag Local     
Commission 1.09 (0.718) 5.26 (5.760) 1.36 (1.417) 1.40 (1.505) 
Polity Capacity 0.94 (0.057) 1.21 (0.288) 0.85 (0.088) 0.85 (0.092) 
Battle Deaths 1.01 (0.005) 1.02 (0.047) 1.01 (0.005) 1.01 (0.005) 
Dyad PA 0.81 (0.114) 0.95 (0.291) 0.63 (0.133) ** 0.67 (0.140) * 
N 97 35 62 62 
chi-squared 17.99 (0.158) 14.05 (0.171) 15.81 (0.148) 19.81 (0.071) 
All coefficients are odds ratios and standards errors (in parentheses) are robust. The p-value for the chi-squared value is 
in parentheses. Some alternate interaction variables are not included due to low frequency of occurrence.  
P < .01***, P < .05**, P < .10*. 
The following table depicts the frequency of power sharing and security variable interactions. 
Table B.18: Inclusion and Security Frequency 
 
Secession 
(N=35) 
Govt Capture 
(N=62) 
Total 
(N=97) 
PKO Gov 9 (25.7) * 26 (41.9%) * 35 (36.1%) * 
Mil Gov 7 (20.0%) * 33 (53.2%) * 40 (41.2%) * 
PKO Ag Gov 8 (22.9%) 23 (37.1%) 31 (32.0%) 
Mil Ag Gov 6 (17.1%) 21 (33.9%) 27 (27.8%) 
PKO Pol Prty 1 (2.9%) * 12 (19.4%) 13 (13.4%) 
Mil Pol Party 1 (2.9%) * 19 (30.6%) 20 (20.6%) 
PKO Terr 10 (28.6%) * 6 (9.7%) * 16 (16.5%) * 
Mil Terr 5 (14.3%) * 6 (9.7%) * 11 (11.3%) * 
PKO Ag Natl 8 (22.9%) 3 (4.8%) 11 (11.3%) 
Mil Ag Natl 3 (8.6%) 2 (3.2%) 5 (5.2%) 
PKO Local 5 (14.3%) 4 (6.5%) 9 (9.3%) 
Mil Local 4 (11.4%) 5 (8.1%) 9 (9.3%) 
Note: Asterisks denote the dichotomous variables that are not included in this 
chapter’s hazard models. Number in parentheses is the frequency divided by the N. 
 
